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CASES 

ARPUED  AND  DETERMINED 


•  * 


«   « 


_IM  THE 


COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS, 


«     • 


AKD  * 


UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  FR'oM'.'^HAT  COURT 


TO  THB 


EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER;  •.•:;. 


IN 


•       * .  • 


EvinitQ  Etvm, 

IH   THE  NINTH   YEAR   OF  THE   REIGN   OF   VICTORIA. 


The  judges  who  usually  sat  in  banco  in  this  term,  were 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.^  MaULE,  J. 

COLTMAN, 


3.  J.^  Maule,  J 


HOLDEN  V.  The  LIVERPOOL  New  Gas  and  Coke  Company.    May  22. 

A  gas  company  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament,  with  the  usual  powers  to  take  up  pare- 
roeots,  &c^  for  the  purpose  of  laying  down  and  repairing  mains,  pipes,  &c.,  had  for  some 
years  supplied  gas  to  a  house  belonging  to  the  plaintiff;  the  on/y  means  of  shutting  it  off 
being  by  a  stop-cock  tuilhin  tlie  house,  the  key  of  which  was  kept  by  the  occupier.  The 
last  tenant,  on  quitting,  gave  notice  to  the  company  that  he  should  not  require  any  further 
supply ;  and  one  of  their  workmen,  at  his  request,  removed  a  chandelier  from  one  of  the 
rooms,  leaving  the  end  of  the  pipe  properly  secured.  The  internal  fittings  were  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiff.  Whilst  the  house  remnined  untenanted,  the  gas  by  some  unexplained 
means  escaped,  and  an  explosion  took  place,  by  which  the  house  was  considerably  damaged. 

In  case  against  the  company,  alleging  a  breach  of  duty  on  their  part  in  not  taking  proper 
means  to  prevent  the  influx  of  the  gas  into  the  house,  the  judge  having,  upon  the  above 
facts,  directed  a  nonsuit,  tlie  court  declined  to  mterfere. 

Negligence  on  the  part  of  tlie  plaintiff,  was  held  to  be  an  admissible  defence  under  the  plea 
of  not  guilty. 

Case.  The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  committing  of  the  grievance  by  the  said  Liverpool  New  Gas  and 
Coke  ^Company  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  was,  and  from  thence  r«2 
hitherto  had  been  and  still  was,  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  house, 
with  the  appurtenances,  situate  and  being  in  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  in 
the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster ;  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  said  grievance,  the  said  Liverpool  New  Gas  and  Coke  Com- 
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pany  ^kzs  possessed  of  divers  large  qnantities  of  a  certain  dangerous, 
inflammable,  and  explosive  gas,  then  being  under  the  care  of  the  said 
Liverpool  New  Gas  and  Coke  Company :  yet  the  said  Liverpool  New  Gas 
and  Coke  Company,  well  knowing  the  pr^oji^s,  but  disregarding  their 
duty  in  that  behalf,  and  contriving  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  intending 
to  injure  and  prejudice  the  plaintiff  ii>.tEq^  possession  and  enjoyment  of  his 
said  house,  and  to  injure  the  said  bptig^f 'theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of 
April,  1844,  wTongfuJly  and  injuudusly  took  such  little  and  bad  care  of 
their  said  gas,  that,  by  rcasoif-^f .the  carelessness,  negligence,  and  impro- 
per conduct  of  the  said  ccxiUQZify  in  that  behalf,  divers  large  quantities  of 
the  said  gas  of  the  saHl  contpany  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  then  passed, 
difFused*,  and  spread jtseif  towards,  unto,  into,  and  about  the  said  house 
of  the  plaintiff*,  ^lijPtKen  caught  fire,  and  exploded  therein :  by  means  of 
which  premises'tfrejsaid  house  of  the  plaintiff  was  then  greatly  damaged, 
shaken,  burnt^>Rcl  injured,  and  then  became  and  was  out  of  repair  and 
dilapidat^tJjfnAd  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  prevented  from  enjoying  the 
same,  4s*jie  otherwise  might  have  done  and  ought  to  have  done,  for 
,«1     *a  long  time,  to  wit,  six  months  then  next  following,  and  was  also 

deprived  of  great  gains  and  profits,  to  wit,  100/.,  which  he  would 
have  otherwise  derived  from  letting  the  said  house  during  the  last-men- 
tioned period,  and  was  also  forced  and  obliged  to,  and  necessarily  did, 
pay,  lay  out,  and  expend  divers  large  sums  of  money,  in  the  whole  amount- 
ing to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  500/.,  and  was^lso  forced  and  obliged  to,  and 
necessarily  did,  contrs^/ctand  become^  liable  to  pay  divers  other  sums  of 
money,  in  the  whot^amountjng  to  another  large  sum,  to  wit,  500/.,  in  and 
about  repairing  the  damage  sa  done  as  aforesaid. 

Pleas — first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed 
of  the  house  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  modo  et  forma.  Issue  thereon. 
The  cause  was  tried  before  Cresswell,  J.,  at  the  last  summer  assizes 
at  Liverpool.  The  facts  that  appeared  in  evidence  were  as  follow : — The 
plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  dwelling-house  in  Salisbury  street,  Liverpool ; 
and,  whilst  in  his  own  occupation,  in  the  year  1826,  he  caused  it  to  be 
supplied  with  gas  from  the  works  of  the  Liverpool  New  Gas  and  Coke  Com- 
pany, which  was  incorporated  by  act  of  par]iament,(a)  with  extensive 
powers  for  taking  up  pavements,  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of  laying  down  and 
repairing  their  mains  and  pipes.{6)  The  mode  of  supplying  gas  to  the 
different  houses,  was  by  an  iron  pipe  from  the  main  in  the  street,  through 
the  outer  wall  of  the  house,  and  thence  through  a  meter,  between  which 
and  the  wall  was  a  stop-cock,  to  admit  or  exclude  the  passage  of  the  gas 
to  the  meter  and  thence  to  the  burners,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  occupiers, 
in  whose  possession  the  key  of  the  stop-cock  was.  It  appeared  that  the 
^ . -I     company  had  no  ^external  means  of  cutting  off  the  gas  from  the 

houses. supplied  by  them,'  except  by  the  removal  of  the  pipes  from 

(a)  4  G.  4,  c.  xxxix. 

(6)  The  49th  section  eimoicd  ilmt  it  should  be  biwful  for  the  company  of  proprietors  to  dig 
and  shik  trenches  and  drains,  and  to  lay  pipes,  and  put  and  aflix  stop-cocks  and  plugs,  &c. 
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the  main ;  stop-cocks  on  the  outside  of  the  houses  havings  been  disused 
since  meters  were  first  introduced,  which  was  before  the  company  in  ques- 
tion was  formed.  Two  persons  in  the  employ  of  other  gas  companies — 
the  one  at  Liverpool,  the  other  at  Manchester — were  called  to  prove  that 
the  course  usually  adopted  by  them,  with  regard  to  empty  houses,  was,  to 
intercept  the  supply  by  means  of  stop-cocks  on  the  outside^  or  by  taking 
up  the  pavement  and  removing  the  pipes :  but,  on  cross-examination,  it 
appeared  that  these  two  companies  were  established  before  the  meter  had 
come  into  general  use. 

In  October,  1831,  the  plaintiff  ceased  to  reside  in  the  house  in  Salis- 
bury street;  since  which  time  it  had  been  in  the  occupation  of  several 
tenants  in  succession ;  the  company  continuing  to  supply  gas  to  such 
tenants  down  to  the  time  of  the  happening  of  the  accident  hereinafter 
mentioned.  Mr.  Withnell,  the  last  tenant,  who  entered  at  Lady-day, 
1842,  quitted  at  Lady-day,  1844,  previously  to  which  day  he  gave  notice 
to  the  company  that  he  was  about  to  vacate  the  premises,  and  would  not 
be  liable  for  any  further  supply  of  gas  thereto.  At  the  time  Withnell 
quitted  the  house,  a  workman  in  the  employ  of  the  company,  at  his  request, 
and  by  the  direction  of  the  company's  foreman,  went  there  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  down  a  chandelier  in  the  dining-room,  and  a  lamp  in  the  hall, 
which  were  the  property  of  Withnell,  and  which  were  carried  to  and  fixed 
by  the  company  in  the  house  to  which  Withnell  had  removed.  This  per- 
son, when  he  unfixed  the  chandelier  and  lamp,  properly  secured  the  ends 
of  the  pipes  with  metal  caps  screwed  on  with  white  lead,  and  left  all  safe. 
The  stop-cock  and  meter  used  in  the  house  in  question  were  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  8th  of  April,  by  some  unexplained  means,  'nothing  hav-  j.^^ 
ing  previously  occurred  to  indicate  danger,(a)  an  explosion  of  gas  '■ 
took  place  in  the  plaintiff's  house,  which  occasioned  considerable  damage 
thereto.  Upon  a  subsequent  examination  of  the  premises,  it  appeared  that 
the  gas  was  turned  o»,  and  that  the  internal  supply  pipes  had  been  torn 
or  cut  from  the  meter,  and  carried  away.  How  this  had  occurred,  there 
ivas  no  evidence  to  show ;  but  it  was  assumed  to  have  been  the  act  of 
some  person  who  had  feloniously  entered  the  house  after  Withnell,  the  last 
tenant,  had  quitted  it. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  it  was  the  duty  ot 
the  company,  upon  the  receipt  of  a  notice  from  the  tenant  that  he  no 
longer  required  the  gas,  to  take  effectual  means  to  prevent  it  from  entering 
the  house ;  that,  after  such  notice,  they  had  no  right  to  send  their  gas  upon 
the  premises ;  and  that,  if,  for  the  purpose  of  prevention,  it  was  essential 

(a)  It  was  in  evidence,  that  the  occupier  of  the  adjoining  house,  between  seven  and  eight 
o'clock  in  the  evening  of  that  day,  being  annoyed  by  a  smell  of  gas  on  liis  premises,  (of 
which  he  had  given  immediate  notice  to  tlie  company,  requesting  tliem  to  send  some  one 
next  day  to  ascertain  whence  it  escaped,)  went  to  the  cellar  for  the  purpose  of  turning  ofl'  liis 
own  supply,  haAnng  a  lighted  candle  with  him ;  and  that  the  explosion  in  the  plaintiff's  house 
look  place  at  tliat  instant 
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■ 

that  there  should  be  a  stop-cock  outside  the  house,  they  were  bound  by 
law  to  provide  it. 

The  learned  judge — conceiving  that  no  such  duty  was  cast  upon  the 
defendants,  but  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  landlord,  or  of  the  outgoing 
tenant,  who  had  the  means  of  controlliDg  the  influx  of  the  gas,  by  the  in- 
ternal stop-cock,  to  see  that  it  was  properly  turned  off— directed  a  non- 
suit. "I  have  always,"  observed  his  lordship,  « understood  it  to  be  a 
principle  applicable  to  actions  for  negligence,  that  there  should  be  no  neg- 
ligence or  want  of  reasonable  caution  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  In  this 
#g1  case,  the  tenant  of  the  house  must  for  this  purpose  *be  identified 
with  the  plaintiff  himself,  who  must  be  responsible  for  not  taking 
care  that  the  stop-cock  inside  the  house  was  properly  turned.(a)  Inas- 
much, therefore,  as  the  plaintiff's  own  negligence  in  leaving  the  stop-cock 
open,  undoubtedly  contributed  in  a  material  degree  to  the  accident — or, 
indeed,  entirely  occasioned  it — I  think  the  action  cannot  be  maintained." 

Sir  T.  WUdCf  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  against  which 

Channelly  Seijt.,  (with  whom  was  Cromptoriy)  showed  cause.  The  de- 
fendants have  been  guilty  of  no  negligence.  They  had  no  control  over 
the  pipes  in  the  plaintiff's  house  ;  nor  is  there  any  thing  in  the  act  of  par- 
liament by  which  they  are  incorporated,  that  imposes  upon  them  any  such 
duty  as  that  with  which  it  is  sought  to  charge  them  in  this  action.  The 
notice  given  to  them  by  the  tenant  was  intended  merely  to  intimate  to 
them  that  they  were  not  to  charge  him  for  any  further  supply  of  gas  to 
those  particular  premises :  it  was  not  a  notice  to  them  to  remove  the  pipes. 
The  internal  fittings  being  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  kis  duty  to  have 
some  one  to  take  care  of  the  house,  and  to  see  that  the  stop-cock,  which  was 
solely  under  his  control,  was  properly  turned.  He  has,  therefore,  at  all  events, 
been  so  far  contributory  to  the  injury  of  which  he  complains,  as  to  pre- 
clude him  from  charging  the  defendants.  The  case  falls  precisely  within 
the  rule  of  law  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction 
^,-,     Railway  ^ Company y  3  M.  &  W.  244.(ft)     That  was  an  action  upon 

"*  the  case  for  the  negligent  management  of  a  train  of  railway  carriages 
whereby  it  ran  against  another  train,  in  one  of  the  carriages  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was  riding,  and  injured  him.  The  defendants  pleaded  that  the 
parties  having  the  management  of  the  train  in  which  the  plaintiff  was, 
managed  it  so  negligently  and  improperly,  that,  in  part  by  their  negli- 
gence, as  well  as  in  part  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants,  the  defend- 
ants' train  ran  against  the  other,  and  caused  the  injuries  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  plea  was  held  bad,  both  in  form  and  in  substance — in  form,  because  it 
amounted  to  not  guilty — and  in  substance,  because  it  did  not  show,  not 

(a)  If  tlie  defendants  had  called  witnesses,  this  difficulty  would,  in  all  probability,  have 
been  obviated ;  for,  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  their  workman — who  would  have  been 
called  to  prove  that,  on  removing  the  chandelier  and  lamp,  he  properly  secured  the  tntU  of 
the  pipes— when  he  did  so,  neglected  to  turn  off  the  gas  at  the  meter. 

(6)  S.  C.  per  nom,  jSrmUage  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Cofi^^any,  6  DowL  P.  C.  340. 
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only  that  the  parties  under  whose  management  the  train  in  which  the 
plaintiff  rode  were  guilty  of  negligence,  but  also  that  by  ordinary  care 
they  could  have  avoided  the  consequence  of  the  defendants'  negligence. 
And  Parke,  B.,  said  :  « All  the  facts  in  the  plea  may  be  true ;  there  may 
have  been  negligence  in  both  parties ;  and  yet  the  plaintiff  may  be  entitled 
to  recover.  The  rule  of  law  is  laid  down  with  perfect  correctness  in  the 
case  of  BtUierfield  v.  Forrester^  11  East,  60 ;  and  that  rule  is,  that,  al* 
though  there  may  have  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  yet, 
unless  he  might,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  have  avoided  the  con- 
sequence of  the  defendants'  negligence,  he  is  entitled  to  recover :  if,  by 
ordinary  care,  he  might  have  avoided  them,  he  is  the  author  of  his  own 
wrong.  That  is  the  only  way  in  which  the  rule  as  to  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  is  applicable  to  questions  of  this  kind." 

Sir  7.  WUdey  Talfourd^  and  Mannings  Serjts.,  (with  whom  was  John 
Hendersoriy)  in  Hilary  and  Easter  terms,  *were  heard  in  support  of  r«g 
the  rule.  The  defence  now  relied  on  was  not  admissible  under  the 
pleas  here  pleaded.  In  Milman  v.  Dolwell^  2  Campb.  378,  to  trespass  for 
unmooring  the  plaintiff's  barge,  the  defendant,  having  pleaded  merely  the 
general  issue,  was  not  permitted  to  give  in  evidence  that  he  removed  it 
from  a  situation  of  danger  by  the  plaintiff's  authority ;  or  that,  being  frozen 
to  the  barge  of  a  third  person  which  the  defendant  was  authorized  to 
remove,  the  one  was  inevitably  unmoored  with  the  other,  and  that  they 
were  both  brought  together  to  a  place  of  safety.  So,  in  Knapp  v.  Salishury^ 
2  Campb.  500,  it  was  held,  that,  in  trespass  for  running  with  a  cart  against 
the  plaintiff's  chaise,  the  defendant  could  not  give  in  evidence,  under  not 
guilty,  that  the  chaise  and  cart  were  travelling  on  the  high  road  in  oppo- 
site directions,  and  that  the  collision  happened  from  the  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  from  inevitable  accident.  And  in  Webb  v.  Page^  6  M.  &  G. 
196, 6  Scott,  N.  R.  951,  under  a  plea  of  not  guilty  to  a  declaration  in  case 
against  a  carrier  for  hire,  for  not  safely  conveying  goods,  it  was  held  that 
the  defendant  could  not  set  up  that  the  goods  were  lost  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  plaintiff.  The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Ellenbobough 
in  BuUerfield  v.  Forrester ^  11  East,  60 — and  recognised  by  this  court, 
though  with  little  discussion,  in  Marriott  v.  Stanley^  1  M.  &G..568, 1  Scott, 
N.  R.  392 — cannot  be  sustained  to  its  full  extent,  and  is  inconsistent  with 
the  subsequent  case  of  Stnith  v.  Dobson^  3  M.  &  G.  59,  3  Scott,  N.  R.  336. 
There,  in  an  action  for  improperly  navigating  a  steamboat,  whereby  the 
plaintiff's  barge  was  sunk,  it  appeared  that  a  large  steam-vessel  preceded 
the  defendant's  steamboat,  and  partly  occasioned  the  swell  which  caused 
the  injury,  and  also  that  the  plaintiff's  barge  was  improperly  trimmed  and 
'insufficiently  manned.  *  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  a  fourth  part  r^g 
of  the  damage  actually  sustained,  alleging  as  a  ground  for  so  doing, 
that  blame  was  not  attributable  to  the  defendants  alone,  the  barge  not 
being  properly  trimmed :  and  it  was  held,  that,  although  this  allegation 
might  have  been  a  reason  for  directing  the  jury  to  reconsider  their  verdict^ 
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it  furnished  no  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial.  [Csesswell,  J.  That 
is  not  necessarily  inconsistent  with  the  doctrine  of  Butterfield  v.  Forrester. 
Maule,  J.  In  the  Admiralty  Court,  if  two  ships  have  come  into  collision 
without  fault  on  either  side,  or  with  an  equal  degree  of  negligence  on  (he 
part  of  those  in  charge,  the  owners  of  each  are  made  to  bear  the  costs  of 
repairs  in  equal  proportions.]  In  Lynch  v.  J^urdin,  1  Q.  B.  29, 4  P.  &  D. 
672,  the  defendant  negligently  left  his  horse  and  cart  unattended  in  the 
street :  the  plaintiff,  a  child  seven  years  old,  got  upon  the  cart  in  play ; 
another  child  incautiously  led  the  horse  on ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  thereby 
thrown  down  and  hurt:  and  it  was  held,  that  the  defendant  was  liable  in 
an  action  on  the  case,  though  the  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser,  and  contri- 
buted to  the  mischief  by  his  own  act ;  and  that  it  was  properly  left  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  defendant's  conduct  was  negligent,  and  the  negli- 
gence caused  the  injury.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  that  case,  says :  "  The  legal  proposition,  that  one 
who  has  by  his  own  negligence  contributed  to  the  injury  of  which  he 
complains,  cannot  maintain  his  action  against  another  in  respect  of  it,  has 
received  some  qualifications.  Indeed,  Lord  Ellenborough's  doctrine  in 
Butterfield  v.  Forrester^  which  has  been  generally  adopted  since,  would 
not  set  up  the  want  of  a  superior  degree  of  skill  or  care  as  a  bar  to  the  claim 
♦101  ^^^  redress:  ordinary  care  must  mean  that  degree  of  care  *which 
may  reasonably  be  expected  from  a  person  in  the  plaintiff's  situa- 
tion :  and  this  would  evidently  be  very  small  indeed  in  so  young  a  child. 
But  this  case  presents  more  than  the  want  of  care :  we  find  in  it  the  posi- 
tive misconduct  of  the  plaintiff  an  active  instrument  towards  the  effect. 
We  have  here  express  authorities  for  our  guidance.  In  Ilott  v.  WUkeSf 
3  B.  &  Aid.  304,  a  decision  which  excited  great  attentign  both  in  West- 
minster Hall  and  beyond  it,  this  court,  indeed,  held  that  a  trespasser  in  a 
wood  where  he  well  knew  spring-guns  to  be  placed,  could  not  sue  for  the 
injury  received  by  him  from  the  explosion  of  one  of  them.  But  Lord 
Tenterden  and  his  three  brethren  cautiously  and  repeatedly  declared 
that  their  opinion  was  founded  on  the  plaintiff's  knowing  of  the  danger, 
;md  voluntarily  incurring  it.  Best,  J.,  who  was  supposed  to  carry  to  the 
greatest  extent  the  right  of  protecting  property  against  invaders  by  placing 
dangerous  instruments,  took  infinite  pains,  when  chief  justice  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas,  to  explain  that  his  opinion  in  Ilott  v.  Wilkes  rested  exclusively 
on  the  notice.  In  Bird  v.  Holbrook,  4  Bingh.  628,  his  expressions  are 
most  remarkable.  And  so  far  is  his  lordship  from  avowing  the  doctrine 
that  the  plaintiff's  concurrence  in  producing  the  evil  debars  him  from  his 
remedy,  that  he  considers  Rott  v.  Wilkes  an  authority  in  favour  of  the 
action."  In  the  present  case,  the  evidence  clearly  established  a  piimd 
fade  case  of  negligence  against  the  defendants.  They  are  a  company 
incorporated  for  their  own  benefit,  with  ample  powers  in  derogation  of 
the  rights  of  the  public ;  having  under  their  management  and  control  a 
dangerous  and  insidious  fluid,  which  it  was  their  duty  so  to  deal  with,  by 
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all  reasonable  means  in  their  power,  as  to  guard  against  the  possibility  of 
injury  to  the  public.    Their  right  to  let  in  this  inflammable  gas  to  the 


^plaiotiiTs  house  was  co-extensive  only  with  the  term  for  which 


[•U 


their  customer  held  it.  The  moment  they  received  notice  from  him 
that  he  no  longer  required  to  be  supplied  with  gas  at  that  place,  the  com* 
pany's  right  to  introduce  it  there  ceased,  and  it  became  their  duty  to  pre- 
vent its  influx  therein.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  The  evidence  shows  that  there 
is  a  stop-cock  inside  the  house,  under  the  control  of  the  owner  or  occu- 
pier, and  that  the  internal  fittings  are  the  property  of  the  plaintiff:  was 
no  duty  cast  upon  him  to  protect  himself?]  If  there  was  evidence  that 
the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  negligence  that  was  in  any  degree  con- 
ducive to  the  injury  complained  of,  that  should  have  been  submitted  to 
the  jury.  There  was,  however,  nothing  to  show  that  there  had  been  any 
want  of  due  caution  on  his  part ;  and  he  clearly  cannot  be  held  responsi- 
ble for  the  acts  of  persons  who  might  furtively  and  without  his  consent  or 
privity  have  come  upon  the  premises.  The  company  were  bound  to  fur- 
nish themselves  with  adequate  means  to  intercept  the  supply  from  the  out- 
side of  the  house,  if  the  safety  of  the  public  required  it.  In  Daniels  v.  Pol* 
ler,  4  C.  &  P.  262,  it  was  ruled  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  that  a  tradesman  who  has 
a  cellar  opening  upon  the  public  street,  is  bound,  when  he  uses  it,  to  take 
reasonable  care  that  the  flap  of  it  is  so  placed  and  secured,  as  that,  under 
ordinary  circumstances,  it  shall  not  fall  down ;  but,  if  the  tradesman  has 
so  placed  and  secured  it,  and  a  wrong-doer  throws  it  over,  the  tradesman 
win  not  be  liable  in  damages  for  any  injury  occasioned  by  it.  In  Beau^ 
Keu  V.  Finglamf  P.  2  H.  4,  fo.  18,  pi.  6,  which  was  an  action  on  the  case 
against  the  defendant  for  so  negligently  keeping  his  fire  that  the  plaintiff's 
houses,  and  his  goods  therein,  were  burnt,  Marxham  (Justice  of  C.  P.) 
says:  «<I  shall  answer  to  my  neighbour  for  him  who  enters  into  my 
*house  with  my  leave  or  with  my  knowledge,  or  who  is  a  guest  with  r^^.  ^ 
me,  or  for  my  servant,  if  he  or  any  of  them  does  any  thing,  as  with 
a  candle  or  other  thing,  by  which  doing  the  house  of  my  neighbour  is  burnt. 
But,  if  a  man  out  of  my  house,  against  my  will,  puts  fire  into  the  straw 
of  my  house  or  elsewhere,  whereby  my  house  is  burnt,  and  the  houses  of 
my  neighbours  are  burnt,  of  that  I  shall  not  be  bound  to  answer  to  them, 
&c.,  for  that  cannot  be  said  to  be  by  malfeasance  (a)  on  my  part,  but  against 
my  will."  And  in  the  Year  Book,  H.  33  H.  6,  fo.  1,  pi.  3,  (which  was 
debt  against  the  marshal  of  B.  R.  for  the  escape  of  persons  set  free  by 
Jack  Cade,)  Choke^  Serjt.,  {h)  says:  <(If  a  stranger  comes  into  my  house, 
and  by  his  folly  sets  it  on  fire,  so  that  other  houses  of  my  neighbours  are 
burnt,  I  shall  not  be  charged  with  the  burning  of  my  neighbours'  houses." 
Here,  the  defendants  primA  facie  are  wrong-doers.  They  had  no  right, 
by  the  authorized  introduction  of  their  gas  into  the  plaintifi*'s  house,  to 
mpose  upon  him  the  exercise  of  any  degree  of  care.  Cur,  adv.  vulL 
TumAL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

(a)  Pax  fiiak  (6)  AfterwardB  Chief  Justice  of  C.  P.  ' 

Vol.  m.  3  b  2 
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The  plaintiff  in  this  case  having  been  nonsuited  on  the  trial  of  the  cause 
before  my  brother  Cresswell  at  the  Liverpool  assizes,  a  rule  to  show  cause 
was  granted  why  such  nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial 
had,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiflf  was  possessed  of  his  house,  and 
the  defendants  possessed  of  large  quantities  of  dangerous  gas ;  yet  the  de- 
fendants  took  so  little  and  such  bad  care  of  the  gas,  that  it  passed  into  the 
4,«  Q-i  house  and  exploded,  and  damaged  the  plaintiff's  *house:  and,  upon 
the  issue  of  not  guilty,  the  learned  judge  ruled,  on  the  evidence 
brought  forward,  that  the  injury  was  not  occasioned  by  the  breach  of  any 
duty  cast  by  law  on  the  defendants,  and  directed  the  plaintiff  to  be  called. 
And  we  think,  upon  the  facts  proved  at  the  trial,  such  direction  was  right. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  house,  which  had  been  let  out  to 
successive  tenants,  the  last  of  whom  had  been  in  possession  for  about  two 
years ;  the  house  having  been  supplied  with  gas  by  the  defendants  during 
the  whole  time  of  his  tenancy,  by  means  of  pipes  and  fittings  which  had 
been  put  up  and  fixed  within  the  house  at  the  expense  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
landlord,  and  which  were  his  property.  The  last  tenant  had  quitted  the. 
house  about  ten  days  before  the  explosion  took  place,  and,  previously  to 
his  quitting,  he  had  given  notice  to  the  company  that  no  further  supply 
would  be  wanted  by  him,  and.  had  requested  them  to  remove  a  lamp  ia 
the  drawing-room  which  was  his  property,  which  had  been  accordingly 
done  by  their  servants  on  the  28th  of  March,  when  the  pipe  which  fed  the 
lamp  was  left  properly  capped,  and  when  there  was  no  smell  of  gas  in  the 
tiouse.  No  explanation  was  given  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  escape  of 
the  gas,  or  the  explosion,  which  took  place  on  the  8th  of  April,  was  occa- 
sioned ;  but  it  might  fairly  be  inferred  that  the  inside  pipe,  between  the 
gas-meter  and  the  burner,  had  been  broken  or  cut  by  some  wrong-doers 
who  had  entered  the  house  whilst  it  was  empty,  during  the  interval  be-^ 
tween  the  two  days  above  mentioned. 

The  mode  by  which  the  gas  was  supplied  to  the  house,  was  by  a  pipe 
from  the  company's  main  in  the  street,  which  passed  through  the  outer 
wall  into  the  meter,  and  from  thence  supplied  two  lamps  in  the  house,  by 
feeders,  with  proper  stop-cocks  at  the  mouth  of  each.  There  was  a  stop« 
*141  ^^^  ^^  ^^  P^P^  between  *the  inside  of  the  wall  and  the  meter,  of 
which  the  tenant  had  the  key,  and  could  thereby  either  stop  the  gas 
entirely,  or  admit  it  for  such  time  as  was  required.  But  the  company  had 
no  stop-cock  to  the  pipe  on  the  outside  of  the  wall. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendants, — upon  notice  by  any  tenant  of  a  house  that  the  supply  of  gas 
was  no  longer  wanted, — to  turn  off  the  gas  immediately  from  the  house ; 
that  they  had  no  right  to  introduce  the  gas  into  the  house  after  such  no- 
tice ;  and  that,  if  an  outer  stop-cock  in  the  street  was  absolutely  necessary 
for  turning  off  the  gas,  it  was  their  duty  to  have  provided  such  stop-oock 
accordingly.    And,  undoubtedly,  if  such  duty  was  cast  by  law  on  the  de- 
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frndants,  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  was  wrong,  for  no  such  outer 
stop-cock  was  provided. 

But,  upon  looking  at  the  act  under  which  this  company  was  formed, 
no. such  direction  appears  to  be  given  to  the  company  by  the  legislature; 
although  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  a  different  company  formed  for  the 
supply  of  gas  in  the  same  town,  had  in  fact  made  use  of  outer  stop-cocks 
in  the  street.  And  we  have  no  authority,  as  it  appears  to  us,  to  say,  that, 
as  the  legislature  is  silent  on  this  point,  the  common  law  would  impose 
this  precise  duty  on  the  defendants,  or  any  other  duty  than  that  which  is 
expressed  in  the  declaration,  namely,  the  general  duty  of  using  proper 
and  sufficient  care  in  the  supply  of  gas. 

Now,  looking  at  the  liability  of  the  defendants  in  this  point  of  view,  it 
appears  to  us  that  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  is  not  solely  im- 
putable to  the  want  of  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  but  that  the 
plaintiff  has,  by  his  own  voluntary  act,  been  contributory  to  it  himself. 
The  plaintiff  knew  that  the  pipe  which  brought  gas  into  the  house,  still 
remained  as  *before,  with  the  stop*cock  in  the  inside  of  the  house,  r»«  e 
which  would  prevent  the  gas  being  supplied  to  the  house  if  properly 
tamed ;  and  the  house,  being  without  a  tenant,  was  under  his  own  charge  and 
care.  We  think,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  was  himself  wanting  in  the  ordinary 
care  of  seeing  that  the  stop*cock  in  the  inside  was  closed,  which  would  have 
effectually  prevented  the  gas  from  escaping.  And  this  defence  appears  to 
us  to  have  been  clearly  admissible  under  the  general  issue,  according  to  the 
decision  in  Bridge  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company^  3  M.  t  W. 
244,  S.  C.  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  340.(a) 

We  therefore  think  the  nonsuit  right,  and  that  the  rule  for  setting  it 
aside  must  be  discharged.  Rule  discharged. 

(a)  There  the  court  held  the  plea  to  be  clearly  bad,  independently  of  the  question  whether 
the  defence  could  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue.  The  cases  of  MUkn  v.  Htnoery^ 
Latch.  1%  and  Kntqtp  v.  SaUbmry^  2  Campb.  600,  and  Com.  Dig.  PUader,  (3  M.  31,)  were  cited. 

And  see  Gibbon  v.  Pepper,  2  Salk.  637;  1  Lord  Raym.  38;  4  Mod.  404;  SmUh  t.  D(^)$ont 
3  M.&  G.  59,62,  n.;  Webb  v.  Page,  6  K.  &  G.  196;  Norton  v.  Schqfteld,  9  M.  &  W.  666. 


•POWLES,  one  of  the  Public  Officers  of  The  LIVERPOOL  Bank-     [*16 

ing  Company,  v.  PAGE.    May  22. 

An  Ki  C.,  and  D.,  who  carried  on  business  under  the  firm  of  G.,  P.  &  Co.,  in  1840  opened 
an  aooonnt  with  a  banking  company  established  under  the  7  G.  4,  e.  46 ;  1  &  2  Tict  o.  96; 
and  5  &  6  Vict  c.  85.  In  1842,  A.  retired  from  the  firm,  but  this  fact  was  not  advertised  ia 
the  London  Gazette,  nor  was  any  alteration  made  in  the  pass-book : 

Mdd,  that  the  mere  fiujt  of  D.,  one  of  the  firm  of  G.,  P.  &  Col,  being  also  a  Snetor  of  the  bank 
ing  company,  (but  having  as  such  no  share  in  the  management  of  or  interferenoe  in  ih» 
banking  accounts,)  did  not  amount  to  notice,— actual  or  constructive, — ^to  the  bank,  of  the 
disBohiticni,  so  as  to  discharge  A.  in  respect  of  a  debt  subsequently  accruing,  a  banking  com 
paiky  so  eetablished,  diflhring  in  this  respect  from  an  ordinary  trading  partnership. 

AssoMPSiT,  to  recover  the  sum  of  2400^.  Is.  Ad,f  vrith  the  interest  from 
Ike  7th  of  November,  1843,  bemg  the  balance  of  a  banking  account. 
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The  declaration  contained  counts  for  vroik,  and  laboar,  and  commission, 
and  the  usual  money  counts. 

*  The  defendant  pleaded — first,  non  assumpsit ;  secondly, payment;  thirdly, 
that  the  defendant  was  sued  as  one  of  a  copartnership,  trading  under  .the 
name  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  consisting  of  the  defendant,  John  Grantham, 
John  Philips  Mather,  and  William  Dixon,  and  that  the  said  copartner- 
ship had  a  set-off  against  the  banking  company ;  fourthly,  that  the  de- 
fendant retired  from  the  said  copartnership,  which  was  thenceforth  carried 
on  under  the  firm  of  John  Grantham  &  Co.,  and  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment between  all  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  and 
the  banking  company,  that  the  banking  company  should  accept  the  firm 
of  John  Grantham  &  Co.  as  their  debtors  for  the  sum  due  from  Grantham, 
Page  &  Co.,  and  exonerate  and  discharge  the  defendant  firom  all  liability 
for  such  sum,  and  that  such  agreement  was  performed ;  fifthly,  as  to  3177/. 
6s.  4(/.,  accord  and  satisfaction,  by  the  delivery  of  two  bills  of  exchange, 
amounting  to  that  sum. 

*171  '^®  replication  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  traversed  *the 
second  and  third  pleas,  and  the  agreement  and  performance  of  it 
mentioned  in  the  fourth  plea,  and  the  agreement  to  accept,  and  the  receipt 
of,  the  bills  mentioned  in  the  last  plea.  Issue  on  the  traverses. 
.  The  particulars  of  demand  comprised  all  the  items  on  the  debit  side 
of  the  account  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  from  the  opening  to  the  closing* 
of  their  account  with  the  bank. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  for 
London  after  Hilary  term,  1844,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff, subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  following  case : — 

The  plaintiff  is  one  of  the  public  officers  of  The  Liverpool  Banking 
Company,  carrying  on  business  at  Liverpool  under  the  7  G.  4,  c.  46,  and 
in  that  capacity  sues  the  defendant  for  the  balance  of  a  banking  account, 
alleged  to  be  due  to  the  bank  from  the  defendant  and  his  late  partners, 
who  traded  in  Liverpool  under  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  The 
partnership  was  created  by  parol,  and  for  no  definite  period :  and  it  is 
alleged  by  the  defendant  to  have  been  dissolved,  as  to  him,  on  the  6th 
of  January,  1842,  as  after  mentioned. 

The  firm  consisted  of  four  persons,  viz.  the  defendant,  John  Grantham, 
John  Philips  Mather,  and  William  Dixon,  and  carried  on  the  business 
of  iron-boat  builders,  in  Liverpool.  John  Grantham  was  the  party  who 
usually  transacted  business  with  the  bank.  When  the  account  of  Grantham, 
Page  &.  Co.  was  opened,  it  was  understood  that  Grantham  alone  was  to 
draw  the  checks ;  the  defendant  on  several  occasions  being  present  when 
Grantham  drew  checks  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  and  occasionally  accom- 
panying him  to  the  bank.  The  defendant,  who  was  a  skilful  artisan — 
but  could  neither  read  nor  write — had  the  principal  management  of  the 
works.  The  account  of  Grantham,  Page  &.  Co.  was  opened  on  the  4th 
of  February,  1840.    On  the  2d  of  July,  1842,  a  separate  account  was. 
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openea  in  another  *pass-book  between  the  bank  and  the  firm  of    r^^^ 
John  Grantham  &  Co.,  which  consisted  of  all  the  members  of  the     ^ 
firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  with  the  exception  of  the  defendant  Page. 

The  firm  of  John  Grantham  &  Co.  failed  in  July,  1843,  at  which  period  they 
owed  the  bank  the  sum  of  3000/.,  which  was  independent  of  the  amount 
of  the  two  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  John  Grantham  &  Co.  on  account 
of  the  balance  due  from  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  as  herein-after  stated. 

There  was  also  a  firm  of  Page  (the  defendant)  &  Grantham,  (which  was 
dissolved  in  June,  1842,  a  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  which  appeared  in 
the  Gazette  on  the  5th  of  July,  1842,)  and  anotlier  firm  of  Mather,  Dixon,  & 
Grantham,  who  carried  on  business  in  Liverpool  as  iron-founders  and 
steam-engine  makers,  and,  after  June,  1842,  as  boiler-makers,  having 
succeeded  to  the  business  of  Page  &  Grantham,  after  the  dissolution  of  that 
firm .  but  they  had  no  account  with  the  bank.  The  Grantham  appearing 
as  a  member  of  those  firms,  was  the  same  Grantham  who  was  a  member 
of  the  firms  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  and  John  Grantham  &  Co. 

On  the  31st  of  December,  1841,  the  balance  due  to  the  bank  from  the 
firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  was  1334/.  bs.  Id,;  and  between  the  6th 
of  January  and  the  15th  of  April,  1842,  there  had  been  payments  into  the 
bank  to  the  amount  of  1700/.;  but  sums  to  an  equal  or  larger  amount  had 
been  from  time  to  time  drawn  out :  and  the  bank,  during  the  same  period, 
continued  payinglhe  acceptances  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  which  had 
been  given  and  dated  prior  to  the  6th  of  January,  1842 ;  and  all  the  bills 
so  paid  were  entered  in  the  pass-book  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  No 
proof  was  given  that  Grantham,  on  paying  the  last-mentioned  sums  so 
amounting  to  1700/.  into  the  bank,  directed  them  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
discharge  of  any  particular  items. 

The  balance  appearing  due  in  the  pass-book, — which  *was  pro-  r««Q 
duced  by  the  defendant  on  the  plaintiff's  requisition,  and  given  in  '* 
evidence  by  the  plaintiff, — from  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  on  the  30th  of 
June,  1842,  was  2857/.  6^.  2{/.,  which,  with  the  additional  advance  of  the 
155/.  after  mentioned,  and  interest  and  commission,  amounted,  on  the 
Slst  of  December,  1842,  to  3177/.  6s.  4d.  The  usage  of  the  bank  was, 
to  balance  all  customers'  accounts  half-yearly,  on  the  31st  of  December 
and  the  30th  of  June. 

Frequent  applications  had  been  made  by  the  bank  to  Grantham,  as  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  in  the  year  1842,  to  reduce 
the  balance  due  to  the  bank  from  that  firm ;  and,  on  being  threatened  with 
legal  proceedings  in  December,  1842,  unless  the  balance  were  liquidated, 
be  wrote  requesting  a  small  advance  of  money  from  the  bank  to  enable 
the  firm  to  pay  their  workmen's  wages,  and  promising  to  make  arrange- 
ments to  liquidate  the  balance  then  due.  At  an  interview  between  Gran- 
tham and  Mr.  Wilson,  the  manager  of  the  bank,  the  latter  complained 
that  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  were,  by  not  liquidating  theii 
account,  holding  a  portion  of  the  capital  of  the  company  in  suspense, 
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-which  could  not  be  allowed ;  on  whiek  Grantham  proposed  to  give  the 
bank  two  bills  drawn  by  Mather,  Dixon  &  Co.,  upon,  and  accepted  by, 
John  Grantham  &  Co.,  on  account  of  the  balance  then  due  to  the  bank, 
stating  that  by  the  time  those  bOls  should  have  become  due,  the  funds  of 
Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  could  be  collected,  so  as  to  meet  the  bills.  Wilson 
agreed  to  receive  such  bills,  at  five,  six,  or  seven  months,  as  might  be  con- 
venient. It  was  not  proposed  by  Grantham  to  discharge  Page ;  nor  was 
any  proposal  to  that  effect  ever  made,  either  before  or  after  giving  of  the 
bills.  The  bills  were  delivered  to  the  banking  company  on  the  i3th  of 
January,  1843,  and  were  made  payable  at  Messrs.  Currie&Co.,  bankers, 
the  London  correspondents  of  the  Liverpool  Banking  Company.  These 
*201  ^^'^  ^^^  agreed  *'to  be  drawn  for  the  balance  of  the  banking 
account,  with  interest  for  the  time  they  had  to  run  ;  but  there  was 
a  slight  miscalculation  as  to  tke  .amount.  The  first  of  the  two  bills  was 
dated  the  2d  of  January,  1843,  drawn  by  the  firm  of  Mather,  Dixon  and 
Grantham,  upon,  and  accepted  by,  the  firm  of  John  Grantham  &  Co.,  and 
due  on  the  5th  of  June,  1843,  for  1587/.  6s,  4d.  The  second  was  drawn 
and  accepted  by  the  same  parties,  dated  on  the  2d  of  January,  1843,  and 
due  on  the  5th  of  August,  1843,  for  1590/.  The  first  bill  was  negotiated 
by  the  bank;  but  it  was  retired  by  the  bank,  who,  when  it  became  due, 
paid  it,  having  previously  taken  a  renewal,  at  the  request  of  John  Gran- 
tham, who  made  no  communication  upon  the  subjeA  to  the  defendant. 
The  renewed  bill  was  also  dishonoured,  as  also  was  the  second  of  the 
above  bills,  viz.  that  for  1590/.  due  on  the  5th  of  August,  1843.  On  the 
8th  of  that  month,  above  a  month  after  the  failure  of  the  firms  of  John 
Grantham  &  Co.,  and  Mather,  Dixon  &  Co.,  Wilson  wrote  to  the  defend- 
ant, informing  him  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bills,  and  telling  him  that  the 
bank  would  hold  him  liable  for  the  amount  due  to  them  from  the  firm  of 
Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  In  consequence  of  this  letter,  the  defendant  a  few 
days  afterwards  called  on  Wilson,  at  the  bank,  and  told  him  that  the  firm 
of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  had  been  dissolved,,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
consequently  not  liable;  to  which  Wilson  replied,  that,  though  they  had 
dissolved  partnership,  he  must  pay  the  debts  of  the  partnership :  the  de- 
fendant represented  that  his  case  was  a  hard  one ;  to  which  Wilson  replied 
that  he  was  sorry  for  it,  but  his  duty  to  the  bank  prevented  his  taking  that 
into  his  consideration. 

The  firm  of  Mather,  Dixon  &  Co.,  having  stopped  payment  early  in 
'  July,  1843,  entered  into  a  composition  with  their  creditors,  and  paid  a 
dividend  of  5^,  in  the  pound:  and  the  bank,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement 
*211  ^^^^  P^S®>  ^^  defendant,  (which  accompanied  and  was  *to  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  case,)  entered  into  the  composition  deed,  and 
received  under  the  composition  deed  the  sum  of  794/.  195.  4d. ;  and  the 
balance  claimed  by  the  bank  in  this  action,  after  deductbg  that  amount, 
remains  unpaid.  Two  further  sums  of  2^.  and  Is.  in  the  pound  have  been 
paid  since  this  action  was  tried.    Interest  is  claimed  by  the  banking  eon 
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pany  on  the  balance  due^  from  the  81st  of  December,  1844,  after  giving 
credit  for  the  above-mentioned  two  dividends. 

On  the  6thof  Janiiar}',  1842, — by  agreement  and  arrangement  between 
the  defendant  and  his  former  partners,  Jc^  Grantham,  John  Philips  Mather^ 
and  William  Dixon,  early  in  the  same  month,  that  the  defendant  should 
qait  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co., — the  following  memorandum, 
signed,  at  the  oflSce  of  Grantham,  Page&  Co.,  by  ibe  said  John  Grantham, 
Jdm  Philips  Mather,  and  William  Dixon,  was  delivered  to  the  defendant, 
and  accepted  by  him : — 

t^Iiverpool^  6th  January^  1842. 

«Mr.  John  Page, — We  hereby  release  you  firom  the  partnership  which 
existed  between  us  and  you  in  the  iron-ship  building  yard,  carried  on 
under  the  name  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  In  consideration  of  your  giving 
up  all  claim  to  the  property  belonging  to  the  said  establishment,  we  hereby 
engage  to  pay  you  the  sum  of  200/.  at  the  expiration  of  two  years  from 
this  date.  (Signed)  <<  John  Grantham. 

(<  John  P.  Mather.    , 
«  William  Dixon.'*   , 

This  was  the  only  document  that  was  executed  between  the  parties. 
The  above  200/.  has  never  yet  been  paid ;  but,  early  in  July,  1842,  the 
defendant  came  to  the  bank  in  company  with  Grantham,  and  paid  in  500/^ 
in  cash  and  some  bills  to  his  private  account,  saying  that  *they  ^cno 
were  a  portion  of  what  had  been  repaid  to  him  from  the  firm  of  ^ 
Grantham,  Page  &  Co. 

Shortly  after  the  above  memorandum  had  been  signed,  the  style  of  the 
firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.  was  altered  to  « John  Grantham  &  Co.," 
in  the  cards  and  invoices ;  and  the  name  of  Page  was  in  the  same  month  of 
January,  1842,  blacked  out  from  the  ioscription  <(  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.," 
over  the  door  where  the  business  of  the  firm  was  carried  on.  No  notice 
of  the  dissolution  appeared  in  the  gazette,  nor  was  any  balance  struck  in 
the  partnership  accounts ;  nor  was  any  account  taken  of  Grantham,  Page 
&  Co. ;  nor  was  any  change  ever  made  in  the  pass-book  of  Grantham, 
Page  &  Co.,  to  Grantham  &  Co.  The  last  check  on  the  banking  com-- 
pany  drawn  by  John  Grantham  in  the  name  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co., 
was  drawn  on  the  2d  of  July,  1842,  for  55/.,  and  was  paid  by  the  bank. 

Dixon,  one  of  the  partners  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  was 
also  a  holder  of  thirty  shares  in  the  Liverpool  Banking  Company,  and  a 
member  of  the  general  board  of  directors  from  March,  1841,  till  April, 
1843,  and  attended  the  weekly  meetings  of  the  directors ;  but  his  being 
a  director  gave  him  no  management  of,  or  interference  in,  the  banking 
accounts,  which,  together  with  the  business  of  the  bank,  were  managed 
by  Wilson,  (who  was  not  a  shareholder,)  with  the  concurrence  of  three 
managing  directors,  of  whom  Dixon  was  not  one.  Dixon  never  mentioned 
to  any  of  the  directors  of  the  bank  that  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co. 
lu^d  been  dissolved,  or  that  Page  had  retired. 
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On  the  15th  of  April,  1842,  a  bill  for  100(W.,  drawn  by  John  Grantham 
&  Co.,  was  paid  into  the  banking  company. 

The  defendant  contended,  at  the  trial,  that  Dixon's  knowledge  of  the 
alleged  dissolution  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  operated  as  notice 
*231  ^^  ^^  'banking  company.  No  question  of  fact  was  submitted  to 
the  jury ;  but  it  was  agreed  that  the  court  should  have  the  power 
to  draw  any  inference  which  a  jury  might  have  drawn,  and  should  direct 
how  the  verdict  should  be  entered;  and,  if  for  the  plaintiff,  for  what 
amount. 

Copies  of  the  pleadings,  and  of  the  pass-book  of  Grantham,  Page, 
&  Co.,  and  the  agreement  above  mentioned,  accompany,  and  are  to  be 
considered  as  part  of,  the  case,  and  to  be  referred  to  accordingly. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  are, — whether  the  verdict 
should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiflf  or  the  defendant,  and  on  what  issues; 
and,  if  for  the  plaintiff,  for  what  amount. 

Channelly  Seijt.,  (with  whom  was  Warren^)  for  the  plaintiff.(a)  The 
case  that  will  be  presented  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  is,  that  there  was, 
on  the  6th  of  January,  1842,  such  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership  of  Gran- 
tham, Page  &  Co.,  with  notice  of  that  fact  communicated  to  the  bank,  as 
to  exonerate  the  defendant  from  all  subsequent  liability ;  and  that  the 
balance  then  due  from  Grantham,  Page  &.  Co.,  to  the  bank,  has  been  dis- 
charged by  the  payments  subsequently  made.  It  may  be  conceded  th-^t 
the  memorandum  of  release  given  to  the  defendant  by  Grantham,  Mather, 
and  Dixon,  would,  as  between  themselves,  discharge  the  former :  but  it 
*241  ^^^  ^^^^  °^  operation  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  a  'debt 
then  due  from  the  firm  to  the  bank,  or  a  debt  subsequently  accruing, 
(there  having  been  no  notification  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  in 
the  gazette,)  unless  the  bank  had  otherwise  notice  of  the  fiict.  The  way 
in  which  it  is  sought  to  fix  the  bank  with  notice  that  the  defendant  had 
ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  k  Co.,  is,  by  show* 
ing  that  Dixon,  one  of  the  partners,  was  a  shareholder  in  the  bank,  and 
one  of  the  directors.  The  case,  however  states,  that  Dixon,  as  such  di* 
rector,  had  no  share  in  the  management  of  the  banking  accounts ;  and 
there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  Dixon's  knowledge  was  communicated 
to  the  bank.  The  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  1 ,  (made  perpetual  by  the 
5  &6  Vict.  c.  86,)  which  empowers  banking  copartnerships  to  sue  and  be 
sued  in  the  name  of  one  of  their  public  officers,  has  the  effect  of  making 
them  quasi  corporations.  Knowledge  of  an  individual  shareholder  or 
member  does  not,  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  partnership,  affect  the 
body.    In  Wl  v.  The  Manchester  and  Salford  Waierworks  Co.,  5  B.  &  Ad. 

(a)  The  pointi  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  were  >— That  the  special 
case  disclosed  no  eridenoe  of  notice  to  the  Liverpool  Banking  Company  of  the  alleged  dis- 
solution of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  k  Co^  the  knowledge  of  such  supposed  fact  bj  Dixon, 
under  the  circumstances  stated,  not  amounting  in  law  to  notice  thereof  to  the  company;  that 
none  of  the  defendant's  pleas  were  supported  by  the  facts  set  Ibrth  in  the  special  case;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entided  to  have  the  verdict  entered  generally  for  him,  for  the  balance 
of  2400iL  Is.  4dL|  and  interest,  subject  to  the  deduction  mentioned  in  the  special  case. 
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866,  2  N.  &  M.  573,  by  a  clause  in  the  act  of  pariiaxnent  incorporating 
the  company,  it  was  enacted  that  the  clerk  should,  in  a  book  provided  by 
the  company,  keep  an  account  of  all  acts,  proceedings,  and  transactions 
of  the  company,  and  that  every  proprietor  should  have  liberty  to  inspect 
the  same,  and  take  copies  of  the  entries;  and  it  was  held  that  entries  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  book  so  kept  by  the  clerk,  were  not  admissible  in 
evidence  on  behalf  of  the  company  against  one  of  their  own  members 
suing  them ;  Lord  Denman^  C.  J.,  observing,  that  a  «  proprietor  entering 
into  a  contract  with  the  company,  must  be  deemed  a  stranger,  and  can 
be  affected  by  no  entry  made  under  orders  from  the  entire  body."  So, 
in  Dunsto?i  v.  77ie  Imperial  Gas-LiglU  and  Coke  Company^  3  B.  &  Ad.  125, 
which  was  an  action  *by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  for  certain  fees  ^^^^ 
alleged  to  be  due  to  the  bankrupt  for  his  attendance  as  a  director  ^ 
of  the  company,  Parke,  B.,  said :  «  As  to  the  objection  that  the  bank- 
rupt in  this  case  was  a  member  of  the  corporation,  and  therefore  could 
not  sue  them ;  a  member  of  a  corporation  is,  for  this  purpose,  as  distinct 
from  the  corporate  body  as  any  third  person."  If  that  be  so  with  regard 
to  a  contract,  it  must  equally  be  so  with  reference  to  notice  or  know- 
ledge. The  case  of  Steward^  Public  officer  of  the  East  of  England  Bank^ 
V.  Dunn,  Public  officer  of  the  Southern  District  Banking  Company,  12  M. 
&  W.  655,  is  more  immediately  applicable.  There,  in  an  action  by  one 
banking  company  against  another,  it  was  sought  to  afiect  the  plaintiff 
with  notice  of  a  fact,  by  reason  of  its  being  known  to  two  individuals  who 
were  members  of  both  companies:  and  Pabke,  B.,  said:  «It  is  argued 
that  two  members  of  tlie  plaintiff's  company  knew  of  this  regulation.  I 
am  inclined  to  think,  however,  that  this  objection  is  removed  by  the  1  & 
2  Vict.  c.  96.  Since  that  act,  a  company  of  this  kind  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  corporation,  not  an  ordinary  copartnership  suing  jointly ;  so  that  notice 
to  one  of  its  members  is  not  notice  to  all."  The  cases  oi  Duncan  v. 
Chamberlayne,  11  Simons,  123,  and  Ex  parte  TlwmaSyinreStyan^  1  Turn. 
&  Ph.  105,  may  be  relied  on  for  the  defendant.  The  doctrine  of  those 
cases,  however,  underwent  consideration,  and  was  virtually  overruled,  by 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  Thompson  v.  Speirs^  14  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Chancery, 
p.  453,  where  the  question  arose  upon  the  effect  of  an  assignment  of  a 
policy  in  the  Equitable  Assurance  Company,  without  nolice,  with  refe- 
rence to  the  72d  section  of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16.  All  the  inconveniences 
pointed  out  in  that  case  would  result  here  from  holding  that  a  notice  to 
Dixon  operated  as  notice  to  the  bank.  The  doctrine  of  *appropria-  .«Qg 
tion,  derived  from  Claytoh*s  Case^  1  Meriv.  604,  cannot  apply,  un-  ^ 
less  the  bank  be  fixed  with  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  alteration  in  the 
firm. 

Byksy  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Tomlinsony)  for  the  defendant.  It  appears 
from  the  case,  that,  in  Febniary,  1840,  when  the  account  was  opened  by 
Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  with  the  bank,  there  existed  in  Liverpool  three 
firms  trading  under  the  respective  names  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  John 
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Grantham  &  Co.,  and  Page  &  Grantham ;  the  first  consisting  of  Page,  (the 
defendant,)  and  Grantham,  Mather,  and  Dixon;  the  second,  of  Grantham, 
Mather,  and  Dixon ;  the  third,  of  the  defendant  Page  and  Grantham  only. 
In  January,  1842,  an  arrangement  was  come  to,  which  clearly  operated  a 
dissolution  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  inter  se.  The  main 
question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  is,  whether  the  bank  had  notice, 
actual  or  constructive,  of  that  dissolution,  so  as  to  discharge  the  defendant 
in  respect  of  advances  subsequently  made.  There  may  be  some  difficulty 
in  saying  that  there  was  actiuit  notice ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  circum- 
stance of  Dixon,  one  of  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  k 
Co.,  being  also  a  partner  in  the  bank,  and  one  of  its  directors,  at  all 
events  fixes  them  with  constructive  notice,  upon  the  authority  of  Dunn  v. 
Chamberlayne^  which  is  not  afiected  by  the  subsequent  case  of  TTiomp- 
son  V.  Speirs,  The  fact  of  the  real  plaintifis  here  being  a  joint-stock 
bank,  makes  no  difierence  in  this  respect;  the  operation  of  the  sta- 
tutes 1  &  2  Vict.  c.  96,  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  85,  being,  not  to  make  these 
copartnerships  bodies  corporate,  but  merely  to  enable  them  to  sue  and  be 
sued  by  and  in  the  name  of  an  individual,  so  as  to  obviate  the  necessity 
*271  ^^  having  recourse  *to  difficult  and  expensive  proceedings  in  a 
court  of  equity.  HiU  v.  77i«  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks 
Company^  and  Dunston  v.  JTie  Imperial  Gas-Light  and  Coke  Company, 
were  both  cases  of  corporations  acting  under  seal.  In  those  cases,  it 
could  no  more  be  said  that  the  whole  body  was  affected  by  notice  to  one 
of  its  members,  than  it  could  be  that  the  Bank  of  England  is  bound  by  a 
notice  to  one  who  is  a  holder  of  bank  stock.  And  the  opinion  expressed 
by  Pakke,  B.,  in  Steward  v.  Dunn  is  a  mere  obiter  dictum,  applicable  to 
a  state  of  facts  falling  far  short  of  those  of  the  present  case.  If  notice  to 
an  individual  member  of  the  copartnership  will  not  suffice,  it  follows  that 
a  notice  to  nine  hundred  and  ninety-nine,  the  whole  company  consisting 
of  one  thousand,  would  be  equally  inefiectual.  But,  if  notice  to  a  mem- 
ber is  not  enough,  surely  notice  to  a  director  must  bind  the  copartnership. 
Notice  to  the  manager  would  confessedly  have  sufficed ;  and,  according 
to  Mayhew  v.  Eames,  3  B.  &  C.  601,  5  D.  &  R.  484, 1  C.  &  P.  550,  notice 
to  a  principal  is  notice  to  his  agent  It  was  the  duty  of  Dixon,  who  knew 
that  Page  had  been  released  from  responsibility  for  the  engagements  of  the 
firm  of  which  he  had  been  a  member,  to  communicate  that  fact  to  the 
other  members  of  the  board.  Assuming,  then,  that  the  bank  had  either 
actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  of  Gran- 
tham, Page  &  Co.,  on  the  6th  of  January,  1842,  it  is  quite  clear,  accord- 
ing to  the  doctrine  of  Clayton^s  Case,  1  Meriv.  604,  that  Page  is  entitled 
to  say  that  the  balance  then  due  to  the  bank  has  been  liquidated  by  the 
subsequent  payments  made  to  them.  In  Simson  v.  Ingham,  2  B.  &  C.  65, 
3  D.  &  R.  249,  Bayley,  J.,  says :  <<The  general  rule  is,  that  the  party  who 
*281  P^y^  money  has  a  right  to  apply  that  payment  as  he  thinks  fit.  If 
''    there  are  several  debts  due 'from  him,  he  has  a  *right  to  say  to 
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.which  of  those  debts  th6  payment  Aall  be  applied.  If  he  does  not 
make  a  specific^  application  at  the  time  of  payment,  then  the  right  of  appli- 
cation generally  devolves  on  the  party  who  receives  the  money.  But  thefe 
is  a  third  rule,  viz.,  that,  where  one  of  several  partners  dies,  and  the  part- 
.nership  is  in  debt,  and  the  surviving  partners  continue  their  dealings 
with  a  particular  creditor,  and  the  latter  joins  the  transactions  of  the  old 
and  the  new  firn>  in  one  entire  account,  then  the  payments  made  from 
time  to  time  by  the  surviving  partners,  must  be  applied  to  the  old  debt.'^ 
And  that  rule  was  adopted  by  this  court  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Smith  v. 
Wigley,  3  M.  &  Scott,  174.  There,  W.  and  T.,  partners,  were  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff:  after  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  T.  also  became 
indebted  on  his  separate  account  to  the  plaintiff:  and  it  was  held,  that, 
in  the  absence  of  any  specific  appropriation  by  either  party,  payments 
made  by  T.  after  the  dissolution  must  go  in  reduction  of  the  entire  account, 
and  consequently  must  discharge  the  earlier  items. 

Channelly  Serjt.,  was  heard  in  reply.  Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

Tbb  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  to  recover  the  balance  of  a 
banking  account.  The  declaration  contained  counts  for  work  and  labour 
and  commission,  and  the  money  counts.  The  defendant  pleaded — first, 
non  assumpsit — secondly,  payment — thirdly,  that  the  defendant  sued  as 
one  of  a  copartnership  trading  under  the  name  of  Grantham,  Page  & 
Co.,  consisting  of  the  defendant,  John  Grantham,  John  Philips  Mather, 
*and  Wiiham  Dixon,  and  that  the  said  copartnership  had  a  set-off  r^oo 
against  the  banking  company — ^fourthly,  that  the  defendant  retired 
from  the  said  copartnership,  which  was  thenceforth  carried  on  under  the 
firm  of  John  Grantham  &  Co.,  and  that  there  was  an  agreement  between 
all  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  and  the  banking 
company,' that  the  banking  company  should  accept  the  firm  of  John  Gran- 
tham &  Co.,  as  their  debtors  for  the  sum  due  from  Grantham,  Page  &  Co., 
and  exonerate  and  discharge  the  defendant  from  all  liability  for  such  sum, 
and  that  such  agreement  was  performed — fifthly,  as  to  3177/.  6^.  4e?., 
accord  and  satisfaction  by  the  delivery  of  two  bills  of  exchange  amount- 
ing to  that  sum.  The  replication  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  traversed 
the  second  and  third,  denied  the  agreement  and  the  performance  of  it 
mentioned  in  the  fourth  plea,  and  also  the  agreement  to  accept,  and  the 
receipt  of  the  bills  mentioned  in  the  last  plea. 

The  case  came  on  to  be  tried  before  me  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
Hilary  term,  1844,  when  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  no  ques- 
tion should  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  but  that  the  facts  should  be  stated 
in  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  that  the  court  should 
have  power  to  draw  any  inference  which  a  jury  might  have  drawn,  and 
should  direct  how  the  verdict  should  be  entered  on  the  several  issues 
joined.  The  case  was  argued  before  us  during  the  last  term ;  and  the 
court  took  time  to  consider  the  several  points  which  were  then  discussed. 
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The  principal  question  in  the  case  was, — ^whether  the  banking  company 
had  either  actual  or  constructive  notice  of  Page's  withdrawal  from  the  firm 
of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  before  the  debt  now  sought  to  be  recovered 
was  contracted.  We  think  it  clear  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  do  not 
warrant  the  inference  that  the  banking  company  actually  knew  of  the  dis- 
*301     ^o^^^io^  of  partnership  between  Page  *and  his  copartners :  and, 

indeed,  it  was  hardly  contended  by  my  brother  Byles  that  such  an 
inference  could  fairly  be  drawn.  But  his  main  argument  was,  that,  as 
Dixon,  one  of  the  firm  of  Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  was  a  shareholder  in 
the  Liverpool  bank,  what  he  knew  must,  in  point  of  law,  be  considered 
as  known  to  the  banking  company.  It  has  been  held  that  notice  to  the 
principal  is  notice  to  the  agent,  because  it  is  the  duty  of  the  principal  to 
give  notice  to  his  agent :  Mayhew  v.  Eames.  In  like  manner,  notice  to 
the  Bank  of  England  in  London,  has  been  held  to  operate  as  notice  to  their 
branch  banks ;  at  all  events,  from  the  time  when  information  of  it  could 
be  transmitted  to  them :  Willis  v.  The  Bank  of  England^  4  Ad.  &  E.  21, 
5  N.  &  M.  478.  But  those  cases  are  obviously  distinguishable  from  the 
present :  the  banking  company  and  its  individual  shareholders  cannot  be 
considered  as  bearing  the  relation  to  each  other  of  principal  and  agents. 
The  cases  of  Port/umse  v.  Parker^  1  Campb.  82,  and  Jacaud  v.  French^ 
12  East,.317,(a)  bear  a  greater  resemblance  to  the  present;  for,  in  those 
cases  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  firm  consists  of  several  persons,  the 
knowledge  of  one  is  the  knowledge  of  all.  And,  such  being  the  esta- 
blished rule  in  law,  the  real  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  Dixon  is  or 
is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  member  of  an  ordinary  banking  copartner- 
ship ;  for,  if  he  is,  the  knowledge  acquired  by  him  in  the  firm  of  Gran- 
tham, Page  &  Co.,  would  be  binding  upon  him  and  his  copartners  in  the 
banking  concern,  and  they  could  not  sue  Page  for  a  debt  contracted  by 
Grantham,  Page  &  Co.,  after  Dixon  knew  that  he,  Page,  had  withdrawn 
from  that  firm.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that  a  joint-stock  banking  com- 
*311     P^'^y*  established  under  the  ^provisions  of  the  7  G.  4,  c.  46,  and  1  & 

2  Vict.  c.  96,  and  suing  in  the  name  of  a  public  oflScer,  is  not  to  be 
considered  as  an  ordinary  copartnership,  but  a  quasi  corporate  body,  and 
that  such  joint-stock  company  is  not  affected  by  that  which  may  be  known 
to  any  individual  shareholder.  The  public  officer  represents  a  fluctuating 
body,  and  sues  for  the  existing  body  of  shareholders,  who  may  be  differ^ 
ent  persons  from  those  who  were  so  at  the  time  when  the  cause  of  action 
accrued.  And  this  opinion  is  confirmed  by  what  fell  from  Mr.  Baron 
Parke  in  Steward  v.  JDunn,  12  M.  &  W.  664,(6)  although  it  was  unneces- 
sary to  decide  the  point  in  that  case.  It  was  pressed  upon  us,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  that,  even  assuming  that  to  be  the  law  in  general, 
yet,  as  Dixon  was  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors,  the  company  must 

(a)  And  see  Gordon  v.Eais,  7  M.  &  G.  607,  8  Soott,  N.  R.  290. 

(6)  (*  Since  that  act,  a  company  of  this  kind  is  in  the  nature  of  a  corporationi  not  an  ordi- 
nary copartnership  suing  jointly;  so  that  notice  to  one  of  its  members  is  not  notice  to  all 
&  C.  1  DowL  &  L.  642,  649. 
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be  aflected  by  that  which  was  known  to  him :  but,  as  the  case  states  that 
be  had  not,  as  a  director,  any  management  of,  or  interference  in,  the  bank- 
ing accounts,  we  think  that  the  circumstance  of  his  being  a  director  makes 
no  diflcrence  in  this  respect. 

The  plaintiff,  then,  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  upon  the  first  issue,  on  non 
assumpsit ;  and,  as  it  appears  to  us  that  the  facts  stated  do  not  make  out 
any  of  the  defendant's  special  pleas — as  to  which,  indeed,  no  argument 
was  ofiered  before  us — the  yerdict  must  be  entered  generally  for  the  plain- 
tifi^  for  the  balance  sought  to  be  recovered.      Postea  to  the  plaintiff. (a) 

(a)  And  see  Edtmtrdi  t.  Tke  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company^  1  Mylne  k  Craig,  G50,  059. 


•POTT  and  Others,'  Assignees  of  WE ATHERBY  and  Others,  Bank-  [•32 
rupts,  V.  EYTON  and  JONES.    May  22. 

One  who  takes  a  share  of  the  prpfit$^  as  such,  of  a  tiading  concern,  thereby  becomes  a  part- 
ner as  to  third  persons,  on  the  ground  of  those  profits  forming  a  portion  of  the  fund  upon 
which  creditors  have  a  right  to  rely  for  payment 

Yet  the  receipt  of  a  percentage  upon  the  gross  amount  of  sales  made  to  certain  customers,  by 
the  person  who  recommended  such  customers,  does  not  constitute  him  a  partner  as  against 
third  persons. 

A^  who  was  concerned  in  a  colliery,  in  the  yvar  1830,  buUt  and  stocked  a  general  shcp  in 
its  neighbourhood,  lor  the  purpose  of  supplying  goods  to  t^e  workpeople,  placing  B.  there  to 
conduct  the  business ;  A.  receiving  for  his  own  use  7  per  cent,  upon  the  amount  of  tlie  gross 
nles  made  to  the  miners ;  and  B.  taking  all  the  rest  of  the  profits  of  the  concern,  from 
whatever  source  derived.  A/s  name  appeared  over  the  shop-door,  and  in  the  excise 
licenses;  and,  down  to  the  year  1834,  all  the  goods  supplied  to  the  shop  were  purchased 
and  paid  for  by  or  in  the  name  of  A.  In  that  year  it  was  agreed  between  A.  and  B.,  that 
the  latter  should  thenceforward  buy  all  goods  that  were  required  for  the  shop,  and  that  the 
former  should  receive  only  5  per  ant,  upon  the  amount  of  sales  to  the  miners.  Ailcr  this 
new  arrangement  had  been  come  to,  B.,  who  had  several  other  shops,  opened  an  account 
with  a  bank  at  Holywell,  and,  on  the  fiiilure  of  the  bank  in  1830,  there  was  a  balance  due 
to  the  bankers  on  that  account  exceeding  2000^  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that 
credit  was  in  fact  given  to  A.  by  the  bank,  or  tliat  they  were  aware  that  his  name  had 
been  placed  over  the  shop-door,  or  that  they  supposed  him  to  be  a  parmer  at  the  time  the 
debt  was  contracted. 

In  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  the  bankers  against  A.  and  B^  to  recover  the  balance,  the 
jury  having  negatived  the  existence  of  an  actual  partnersliip  between  A.  and  B.,  or  that 
A.  had,  with  his  own  permission,  been  held  out  as  a  partner,  the  court  refused  to  disturb 
the  verdicL  * 

Assumpsit  for  monej  paid,  &c.,  by  the  bankrupts  before  their  bank- 
ruptcy. The  defendant  Jones  suffered  judgment  by  default ;  the  defend- 
ant Eyton  pleaded  non  assumpsit,  and  several  special  pleas,  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  notice. 

At  the  trial  before  Tikdal,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  last 
Michaelmas  term,  it  appeared,  that,  in  1828,  the  defendant  Eyton  vras 
concerned  in  a  colliery  at  Mostyn,  in  Flintshire ;  and  an  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  him  and  Jones  for  opening  a  tally  shop  at  Mostyn 
Quay,  (not  far  from  the  colliery,)  principally  with  *a  view  of  supply-  r^on 
lag  goods  to  the  workmen  at  the  colliery.  Eyton  built  the  shop,  and 
his  name  was  placed  over  the  door;  licenses  to  sell  tea,  &c.,  were  taken 
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out  in  his  name ;  and  the  inyoices  for  goods  that  were  suppfied  to  the 
shop,  were  made  out  in  Eyton's  name,  who  paid  for  the  same.  Jones 
managed  the  shop.  The  workmen  at  Eyton's  collieiy  were  suppKed  with 
goods  from  it,  for  which  they  settled  at  the  colliery  when  their  wages  were 
paid,  until  the  truck  system  was  abolished  in  1831.  From  that  time 
Eyton's  workmen  made  their  payments  at  the  dbop,  once  a  fortnight. 
Jones  paid  over  to  Eyton  the  principal  part  of  the  money  taken  at  the 
shop,  as  he  paid  for  the  goods,  but  reserved  sufficient  for  such  small  pay- 
ments as  were  usually  made  at  the  shop.  Eyton  received  for  his  own  use 
7/.  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  all  sales  to  bis  workmen ;  and  Jones  had 
all  the  rest  of  the  profits  of  the  concern,  from  whatever  source  derived. 
In  1834,  a  change  was  made  in  the  arrangements  between  Eyton  and 
Jones.  The  latter  was  thenceforth  to  buy  in  his  own  name  all  goods  sup- 
plied to  the  shop,  and  receive  payment  for  all  goods  sold ;  and  Eyton  was 
to  receive  5/.  per  cent,,  instead  of  11.  per  cent.j  on  the  amount  of  sales  to 
his  workmen.  Eyton  objected  to  his  name  remaining  over  the  door ;  but 
Jones  said,  that,  if  he  was  not  allowed  to  retain  it,  he  could  not  pay  the 
52.  per  cent;  and  the  name  remained  over  the  door  till  October,  1840, 
when  a  fire  occurred  which  put  an  end  to  the  business.  In  1834,  when 
Tones  began  to  buy  goods,  he  opened  an  account  with  the  bankrupts,  who 
were  bankers  at  Holywell.  The  bank  foiled  in  1839,  and  at  that  time 
(here  was  a  balance  exceeding  2000/.  due  to  it  on  that  account.  Besides 
ihe  shop  at  Mostyn  Quay,  Jones,  after  1834,  opened  three  others  at  other 
places,  which  he  carried  on  in  his  own  name,  and  on  his  own  account ; 
and  he  supplied  them  with  goods  from  the  shop  at  Mostyn  Quay« 
nq^l  There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  credit  was  in  *fact  given  to 
Eyton  by  the  bankers,  or  that  they  knew  that  his  name  had  appeared 
over  the  door  of  the  shop  at  Mostyn  Quay,  or  in  the  licenses,  or  that  they 
ever  supposed  him  to  be  a  partner.  Two  individuals  were  in  court  who 
had  been  in  the  employ  of  the  bank  during  the  currency  of  the  account, 
the  one  as  manager,  the  other  as  clerk ;  but  they  were  not  called  as  wit- 
nesses, the  plaintifis  resting  their  case  solely  upon  the  evidence  of  Jones. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintifi&,  it  was  insisted  tha^  they  were  entitled  to 
recover  against  Eyton  the  balance  due  to  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  of 
their  bankruptcy,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  either  an  actual  partner  with 
Jones  in  the  shop  at  Mostyn  Quay,  by  taking  a  share  of  the  proceeds,  or 
had  been  so  held  out  as  a  partner,  with  his  own  permission,  as  to  enable 
Jones  to  pledge  his  credit. 

The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say— first,  whether  there  bad 
been  a  sharing  of  profit  and  loss  between  Eyton  and  Jones  after  the  account 
was  opened  with  Uie  bank  in  1834,  so  as  to  constitute  an  actual  partner- 
ship between  them ;  secondly,  whether  Eyton  had  been,  by  his  own  per- 
mission, held  out  as  a  partner,  and  his  credit  pledged  to  the  bank. 

The  jury,  answering  both  these  questions  in  the  negative,  returned  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants. 
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Sir  T.  Wildej  Serjt.y  in  Hilary  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
tiial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence. 

Channdly  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term,  showed  cause.  The  defendant  Eyton 
had  no  such  direct  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  trade,  as  to  make  him  lia- 
ble as  a  partner  with  Jones.  In  Ex  parte  Hamper^  17  Ves.  404, 412,  Lord 
Eldon  says:  *<<It  is  clearly  settled — though  I  regret  it — that,  if  a  r«o5 
man  stipulates  that,  as  the  reward  of  his  labour,  he  shall  have,  not  a 
specific  interest  in  the  business,  but  a  given  sum  of  money,  even  in  propor* 
tion  to  a  given  quantum  of  the  profits,  that  will  not  make  him  a  partner." 
[Erle,  J.  Lord  Eldon  there  draws  a  distinction  between  a  payment  of  a 
fixed  sum  and  a  percentage :  he  goes  on — <«  But,  if  he  agrees  for  a  part  of 
the  profits,  as  such^  giving  him  a  right  to  an  account — though  having  no  pro- 
perty in  the  capital — he  is,  as  to  third  persons,  a  partner ;  and,  in  a  ques- 
tion with  third  persons,  no  stipulation  can  protect  him  from  loss."]  Eyton 
had  no  participation  in  the  profits,  as  such.  But,  in  consideration  of  his 
advancing  money  to  set  the  concern  going,  and  of  his  supposed  influence 
over  the  workpeople  at  the  mine,  it  was  agreed  that  he  should  receive,  at 
first  11.  per  centy  and  afterwards  51.  per  ceni.f  upon  the  gross  sales  to 
them.  Before  the  opening  of  the  account  with  the  bankrupts,  in  1834, 
an  important  change  took  place  in  the  arrangements  between  Eyton  and 
Jones.  The  goods  were  no  longer  purchased  for  the  shop  at  Mostyn 
Quay  by  Eyton,  but  were  purchased  and  paid  for  by  Jones  in  his  own 
name.  [Erle,  J.  Was  the  banking  account  a  separate  account  for  the 
shop  at  Mostyn  Quay,  or  was  it  a  general  account  kept  by  Jones  for  the  va- 
rious shops  opened  by  him  ?]  That  did  not  distinctly  appear.  [Erle,  J. 
In  order  to  charge  Eyton  in  respect  of  a  participation  of  profits,  it  should 
have  been  shown,  affirmatively,  that  credit  was  given  to  that  concern  ia 
the  profits  of  which  be  was  to  share.] 

Sir  T.  WUde^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was^rcAioM,)  in  support  of  the  rule. 
The  efiect  of  the  agreement  between  Eyton  and  Jones  was  to  constitute  a 
partnership  between  them,  quoad  third  persons  having  dealings  with  the 
concern  at  Mostyn  Quay.    The  facts  ^proved  bring  the  case  pre-     .«g^ 
cisely  within  Waugh  v.  Carver^  2  H.  Bla.  235.     There  A.  and  B.,     '• 
ship-agents  at  difierent  ports,  entered  into  an  agreement  to  share,  in  cer 
tain  proportions,  the  profits  of  their  respective  commissions,  and  the  difr- 
count  on  the  bills  of  tradesmen  employed  by  them  in  repairing  the  ships 
consigned  to  them,  &c. :  and  it  was  held,  that,  by  this  agreement,  they 
became  liable  to  all  persons  with  whom  either  contracted  as  such  agent, 
though  the  agreement  provided  that  neither  should  be  answerable  for  the 
acts  or  losses  of  the  other,  but  each  only  for  his  own.    Eyre,  C.  J.,  there 
says:  «A  case  may  be  stated,  in  which  it  is  the  clear  sense  of  the  parties 
to  the  contract,  that  they  shall  not  be  partners ;  that  A.  is  to  contribute 
neither  labour  nor  money,  and,  to  go  still  further,  not  to  receive  any  profits. 
But,  if  he  will  lend  his  name  as  a  partner,  he  becomes,  as  against  all  the 
rest  of  the  world,  a  partner ;  not  upon  the  ground  of  the  real  transaction 
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between  them,  but  upon  the  principles  of  general  policy,  to  prevent  the 
frauds  to  which  creditors  would  be  liable,  if  they  were  to  suppose  that 
they  lend  their  money  upon  the  apparent  credit  of  three  or  four  persons, 
when  in  fact  they  lent  it  only  to  two  of  them,  to  whom,  without  the  others, 
they  would  have  lent  nothing."  And,  referring  to  Grace  v.  Smithy  2  W. 
Bla.  998,  the  learned  judge  says:  <<He  who  takes  a  moiety  of  all  the 
profits  indefinitely,  shall,  by  operation  of  law,  be  made  liable  to  losses, 
if  losses  arise,  upon  the  principle  that,  by  taking  a  part  of  the  profits,  he 
takes  from  the  creditors  a  part  of  that  fund  which  is  the  proper  security 
to  them  for  the  payment  of  their  debts."  Eyton's  participation  in  the 
profits, — according  to  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Ex  parte  Hamper^ — 
clearly  rendered  him  liable  as  a  partner.  His  lordship  there  says,  17  Ves. 
««^^1  404:  « The  ^question  whether  the  joint  commission  can  be  sup- 
ported,  turns  upon  two  or  three  circumstances ;  first,  wheth  .r 
Thomas  and  Rogers  were  partners;  not  upon  the  present  state  of  the 
agreement  between  them ;  as  they  may  clearly  agree  that  all  the  property 
which  is  the  subject  of  that  agreement  shall  be  the  property  of  one  ex- 
clusively, but  that  the  other  shall  participate  in  the  profit  arising  from  it. 
The  cases  have  gone  further  to  this  nicety — upon  a  distinction  so  thin  that 
I  cannot  state  it  as  established  upon  due  consideration, — that,  if  a  trader 
agi'ees  to  pay  another  person  for  his  labour  in  the  concern  a  sum  of  money, 
even  in  proportion  to  the  profits,  equal  to  a  certain  share,  that  will  not 
make  him  a  partner ;  but,  if  he  has  a  specific  interest  in  the  profits  them- 
selves, as  profits,  he  is  a  partner."  Here,  the  defendant  Eyton  had  a 
specific  interest  in  the  profits.  The  facts  are  simple.  The  shop  at  Mos- 
tyn  Quay  was  built  and  stocked  by  Eyton,  whose  name  was  inserted  in 
the  excise  licenses,  and  appeared  over  the  shop-door.  The  business  was 
to  be  conducted  by  Jones,  he  paying  to  Eyton  7  per  cent,  originally,  and 
afterwards  5  per  cent.y  upon  the  sales  to  the  workpeople  employed  at  a 
mine  in  which  Eyton  was  interested.  Down  to  the  year  1834,  the  goods 
that  were  sold  at  the  shop  were  either  sent  there  from  another  shop  belong- 
ing to  Eyton,  or  were  purchased  and  paid  for  by  Eyton.  Down  to  this 
period,  at  all  events,  there  clearly  was  such  a  division  of  profits  between 
Eyton  and  Jones  as  to  constitute  them  partners ;  ai^d  their  relative  position 
was  not  altered  by  any  thing  that  occurred  subsequently.  On  the  failure 
of  the  bank  in  1839,  Eyton  furnished  money  for  the  purpose  of  opening 
an  account  with  another  bank ;  and,  when  the  fire  happened  in  October, 
1840,  Eyton  took  the  whole  of  the  property  that  remained  on  the  premises 
unconsumed,  and  agreed  to  pay  the  debts.  Eyton's  liability  to  be  charged 
»«o^  as  a  partner  with  the  *debt  due  to  the  bank,  is  wholly  unaffected 
^  by  Jones's  appropriation  of  part  of  the  goods  to  the  other  shops, 
in  which  Eyton  had  no  interest.  [Erle,  J.,  referred  to  Hawtayne  v. 
Bourne,  7  M.  &  W.  595,(a)  where  it  was  held  that  the  resident  agcn: 

(a)  Ami  aeo  RidcdU  r.  BemuU,  post,  T.  T.  1847,  aca 
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appointed  by  the  directors  of  a  mining  company  to  manage  the  mine,  has 
not  an  implied  authority  from  the  shareholders  of  the  company,  to  borrow 
money  upon  iheir  credit  in  order  to  pay  the  arrears  of  wages  due  to  the 
Jabourers  in  the  mine,  who  have  obtained  warrants  of  distress  upon  the 
materials  belonging  thereto,  for  the  satisfaction  of  such  arrears — nor  in  the 
case  of  any  other  necessity,  however  pressing.]  That  is  altogether  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  case  of  partners,  who  have  a  general  authority  to 
open  a  banking  account.  [Coltman,  J.  The  opening  of  a  banking  ac- 
count does  not  necessarily  imply  that  there  was  a  loan  of  money  by  the 
bank.]    It  is  by  no  means  a  departure  from  the  usual  course  of  dealing. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court — recapitulating 
the  facts,  (ut  suprc^y  pp.  32,  33.) 

On  this  state  of  facts,  it  was  contended  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  they  were 
entitled  to  recover  the  balance  against  Eyton,  as  having  been  in  partner- 
ship with  Jones.  I  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  there  was  a  sharing 
of  profit  and  loss  between  Eyton  and  Jones  after  the  account  was  opened ; 
and,  if  not,  whether  Eyton  was,  by  his  own  permission,  held  out  as  a 
partner,  and  credit  given  to  him  by  the  bankrupts.  The  jury  answered 
both  questions  in  the  negative,  and  returned  a  verdict  fbr  the  defendant. 
In  Hilary  term,  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  tliat  the  verdict 
was  against  the  evidence,  was  granted  ;  which  rule  in  the  course  of  tlie 
last  term  *was  fully  argued.  Our  judgment  was  deferred,  in  order  r^oQ 
that  we  might  carefully  examine  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial ; 
and,  having  done  so,  we  cannot  find  any  ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 

There  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  credit  was  in  fact  given  to  Eyton, 
or  that  the  bankers  knew  that  his  name  was  over  the  door  of  the  shop  at 
Mostyn  Quay,  or  that  they  supposed  him  to  be  a  partner.  One  person 
who  had  been  manager,  and  another  who  had  been  a  clerk,  in  the  bank, 
were  in  court ;  and,  if  they  could  have  given  such  evidence,  they  would 
no  doubt  have  been  called  as  witnesses.  We  must  assume,  therefore, 
that  credit  was  given  to  Jones  alone ;  and,  if  Eyton  is  to  be  made  liable, 
that  must  be  on  the  ground  of  an  actiuU  partnership  between  himself  and 
Jones. 

It  was  contended  that  an  actual  partnership  was  proved ;  for,  that  Eyton, 
by  taking  bl.  per  cent,  on  the  sales  to  his  workmen,  received  a  share  of  the 
profits,  and  was  therefore,  in  point  of  law,  a  partner  as  to  third  persons. 
But  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  taking  of  that  money  was  not  sufficient  to 
make  him  a  partner.  Traders  become  partners  between  themselves  by  a 
mutual  participation  of  profit  and  loss  :  but,  as  to  third  persons,  they  ar^ 
partners  if  they  share  the  profits  of  a  concern ;  for,  he  who  receives  a  share 
of  the  profits,  receives  a  part  of  that  fund  upon  which  the  creditors  of  the 
concern  have  a  right  to  rely  for  payment,  and  is  therefore  to  be  made 
liable  to  losses,  although  he  may*  have  expressly  stipulated  for  exemption 
from  them :  Grace  v.  Smith,  2  W.  Bla.  998 ;  Waugh  v.  Carver,  2  H.  Bla. 
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235.  But  in  the  former  of  those  cases,  Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey,  after 
laying  down  the  rule  of  law  in  the  terms  which  I  have  mentioned,  pro- 
ceeds: ««If  any  one  advances  or  lends  money  to  a  trader,  it  is  lent  on  his 
*401  &^"^''^1  personal  ^security.  It  is  no  specific  lien  upon  the  profits 
of  the  trade  ;  and  yet  the  lender  is  generally  interested  in  those 
profits ;  he  relies  on  them  for  repayment."  Afterwards,  he  says :  "  I  think 
the  true  criterion  is,  to  inquire  whether  Smith  agreed  to  share  the  profits 
of  the  trade  with  Robinson,  or  whether  he  only  relied  on  those  profits  as 
a  fund  of  payment — a  distinction  not  more  nice  than  usually  occurs  in 
questions  of  trade  and  usury.  The  jury  have  said  that  this  is  not  payable 
out  of  the  profits."  So,  in  the  present  case,  the  jury  have  said  there  was 
no  agreement  to  share  the  profits.  This  distinction  has  been  recognised 
in  many  cases  ;  of  which  it  may  suflSce  to  mention  Dry  v.  Boswell,  1  Campb. 
329,  and  Benjamin  v.  Porteus,  2  H.  Bla.  590.  And  although  in  Ex  parte 
Hamper,  17  Ves.  404,  Lord  Eldon  said  the  distinction  was  so  thin  that 
he  could  not  state  it  as  established  upon  due  consideration,  yet  he  acted 
upon  it  in  that  case,  and  again  in  Ex  parte  Watson,  19  Ves.  459,  where 
he  said — "  One  who  receives  a  salary,  not  charged  upon  profits — accord- 
ing to  a  known,  though  nice,  distinction — is  not  by  that  a  partner."  Nor 
does  rt  appear  to  make  any  difference  whether  the  money  is  received  by 
way  of  interest  on  money  lent,  or  wages,  or  salary  as  agent,  or  commission 
on  sales.  And  it  appears  to  us,  that,  in  the  present  case,  the  payment  to 
Eyton  was  in  the  nature  of  commission  on  certain  sales  supposed  to  be 
effected  through  his  influence  over  his  workmen,  and  was  not  suflScientto 
render  him,  as  a  matter  of  legal  inference,  liable  as  a  partner ;  and  in  so 
far  as  it  was  a  question  of  fact,  it  was  disposed  of  by  the  jury. 

This  view  of  the  subject  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  whether 
*411  ^y*^^>  ^^^  partner  in  the  shop  at  *Mostyn  Quay,  would  have  been 
liable  on  the  banking  account. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  was  right,  and  that 
the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be  discharged.  Rule  discharged. 


RICHARD  HENRY  TOLSON  v.  The  Bishop  of  CARLISLE  and  Others. 

May  23. 

The  rules  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  do  not  apply  to  actions  of  quart  impedit. 

In  quare  impedit^  the  declaration  contained  six  counts,  all  founded  upon  the  same  title,  but 

taking  it  up  froni  diiTerent  periods : — ^The  court  refused  to  put  the  plaintiff  to  his  election 

upon  which  of  the  counts  he  would  rely. 

QuARE  impedit.  The  first  count  stated  that  Sir  Thomas  Lamplugh, 
knight,  now  deceased,  in  his  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  or  about(a)  the  19th  of 
March,  1625,  was,  or  his  trustees  were,(a)  seised  of  the  advowson  of  the 
vicarage  and  parish  church  of  Bridekirke,  otherwise  Brydekirke,  in  the 

{a)  Be 
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county  aforesaid)  in  gross  by  itself,  as  of  fee  and  of  right ;  and  the  said 
Sir  Thomas,  being  so  seised,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, in  the  time  of  peace,  in  the  time  of  our  late  lord  King  James  the 
First,  presented  to  the  said  church,  being  then  vacant  by  the  death  of  the 
lien  last  incumbent  thereof,  one  Joseph  Williamson,  his  clerk,  who  was 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  admitted,  instituted,  and 
inducted  into  the  same ;  and  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  being  so  seised  as  afore- 
said, afterwards,  and  before  the  24th  of  June,  1677,(a)  to  wit,  on  the  7th 
of  June,  1631,  duly  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  bearing  date,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  signed 
by  the  said  Sir  Thomas  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
*case  made,  and  thereby  gave  and  devised  the  said  advowson  to     r^.^ 
the  use  of  his  brother  George  Lamplugh  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body ;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  his  brother  Anthony 
Lamplugh  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue, 
to  the  use  of  his  brother  William  Lamplugh  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body ;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  his  brother  Cuthbert 
Lamplugh  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue, 
to  the  use  of  his  kinsman  and  servant,  George  Lamplugh  and  the  heirs 
male  of  his  body ;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  his  kinsman 
and  servant,  John  Lamplugh,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body;  and,  in 
default  of  such  issue,  then  to  the  rigrht  heirs  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Lam- 
plugh,  for  ever ;  and  the  said  Sir  Thomas  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  26th 
of  December,  1632,  died  so  seised  of  the  said  advowson  as  aforesaid, 
without  altering  his  said  will  as  to  his  said  devise  of  the  said  advowson ; 
whereupon  and  whereby  the  said  George  Lamplugh,  the  brother  of  the 
said  Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  seised  of  the  said  advowson  as  of  fee 
and  right,  by  form  of  the  gift  aforesaid  ;  that  is  to  say,  to  him  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body :  and  the  same  George,  being  so  seised  thereof, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  22d  of  November,  1633,  died  so  seised 
thereof,  without  any  issue  male ;  whereupon  the  said  Anthony  Lamplugh 
became  and  was  seised  of  the  advowson,  as  of  fee  and  right,  by  form  of 
the  gift  aforesaid  ;  that  is  to  say,  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ; 
and  the  said  Anthony,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  December,  1650, 
died  so  seised  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  advowson,  without  any  issue  male  ; 
whereupon  the  said  W^illiam  Lamplugh  became  and  was  seised  of  the  said 
advowson,  as  of  fee  and  right,  by  form  of  the  gift  aforesaid,  that  is  to  say, 
to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  under  the  said  will  of  the  said  Sir 
Thomas  Lamplugh  :  and  the  said  W^illiam  •afterwards,  to  wit,  on     r^  .^ 
the  1st  of  January,  1652,  died  without  any  issue  male ;  whereupon 
the  said  Cuthbert  Lamplugh  became  and  was  seised  of  the  said  advowson, 
as  of  fee  and  right,  by  form  of  the  gift  aforesaid,  that  is  to  say,  to  him  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  by  virtue  of  the  said  will  of  the  said  Sir 
Thomas  Lamplugh :  and  the  said  Cuthbert  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st 

(a)  The  day  on  which  tlie  statute  of  frauds  came  into  operation. 
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of  January,  1653,  died  so  seised  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  advowson,  with- 
out leaving  issue  male  ;  whereupon  the  said  George  Lainplugh,  the  kins- 
man and  servant  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  seised  of  the 
said  advowson,  as  of  fee  and  right,  by  form  of  the  gift  aforesaid,  that  is 
to  say,  to  him  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body :  and  the  last- mentioned 
George  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  May,  1764,  died  without  issue 
male ;  and  the  said  John  Lamplugh,  the  kinsman  and  servant  of  the  said 
Sir  Thomas,  in  his  will  mentioned,  long  before  the  death  without  issue 
male  of  the  last-mentioned  George  Lamplugh,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  Janua- 
ry, 1670,  died  without  issue  male;  and,  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Sir 
Thomas  Lamplugh,  and  during  the  said  several  estates  by  him  granted, 
the  first- mentioned  George  Lamplugh,  as  brother  and  heir  of  the  said  Sir 
Thomas  Lamplugh,  became  and  was  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the 
reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
the  said  several  estates-tail,  and  afterwards,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
said  estates,  to  wit,  on  the  22d  of  November,  1633,  died  so  entitled; 
whereupon  the  said  Anthony  Lamplugh,  as  brother  and  heir  of  the  said 
Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said 
reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination 
of  the  several  estates-tail,  and  afterwards,  and  during  the  continuance  of 
the  said  several  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  December,  1650,  died 
so  entitled  as  aforesaid ;    whereupon  the   said  William   Lampli^gh,  as 

*441  broker  ^"^  ^^i''  ^^  ^^-®  s^'^  ^^^  •Thomas,  became  and  was  enti- 
tled, as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said  reversion  of  and  in  the  said 
advowson,  expectant  on  the  said  several  estates-tail,  and  afterwards,  and 
during  the  continuance  of  the  said  several  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of 
May,  1651,  died  so  entitled  as  aforesaid;  whereupon  one  other  Anthony 
Lamplugh,  as  son  and  heir  of  the  said  William,  and  as  heir  of  the  said 
Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said 
reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on.  the  determination 
of  the  said  several  estates-tail,  and  afterwards,  and  during  the  continuance 
of  the  said  several  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1652,  died 
so  entitled  as  aforesaid  ;  whereupon  Dorothy  Lamplugh,  and  Frances  Lam- 
plugh, as  sisters  and  heir  of  the  last-mentioned  Anthony,  and  as  heir  of 
the  said  Sir  Thomas,  became  and  were  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the 
said  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determina- 
tion of  the  said  several  estates-tail ;  and  the  said  Dorothy  afterwards,  and 
during  the  continuance  of  the  said  several  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the  2d 
of  September,  1680,  died  so  entitled  as  aforesaid ;  whereupon  Edmund 
Winstanley,  as  son  and  heir  of  the  said  Dorothy,  and,  together  with  the 
said  Frances,  heir  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  and  the  said  Frances,  became 
and  were,  as  such  heir,  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said  reversion 
of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said 
estates-tail ;  and  afterwards,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  estates- 
tail,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  of  September,  1680,  the  said  Frances  died  so  enti- 
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lied  as  aforesaid ;  thereupon  Frances  Bullock,  as  daughter  and  heir  of  the 
said  Frances  Lamplugh,  became,  together  with  the  said  Edmund  Winstan- 
ley,  as  heir  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said 
reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
the  said  estates-tail ;  and  the  said  Edmund  Winstanley  ^afterwards,  r#^c 
and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the 
2d  of  September,  1680,  died  so  entitled  as  aforesaid  ;  whereupon  the  said 
Frances  Bullock,  as  heir  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  enti- 
tled, as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson, 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  estates-tail,  and  afterwards, 
and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  of 
September,  1680,  died  so  entitled  as  aforesaid ;  whereupon  Abraham 
Molline,  as  son  and  heir  of  the  said  Frances  Bullock,  and  heir  of  the  said 
Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said 
reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
the  said  several  estates-tail,  and  afterwards,  and  during  the  continuance 
of  the  said  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  of  September,  1680,  died  so  enti- 
tled as  aforesaid ;  whereupon  Richard  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  of  Henry 
Tolson,  who  was  son  and  heir  of  Eleanor  Tolson,  who  was  sister  and 
heir(a)  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  and  as  heir  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas  became 
and  was  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said  reversion  of  and  in  the 
said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  estates-tail, 
and  afterwards,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on 
the  2d  of  July,  1690,  died  so  entitled  as  aforesaid ;  whereupon  Henry 
Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  of  the  last- mentioned  Richard,  and  as  heir  of  the 
said  Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said 
reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
the  said  estates-tail,  and  afterwards,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the 
said  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the  27th  of  September,  1724,  died  •so  r^^o 
entitled  as  aforesaid ;  whereupon  Henry  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  of 
the  last-mentioned  Henry  Tolson,  and  as  heir  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas, 
became  and  was  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said  reversion  of  and 
in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  estates- 
tail,  and,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  estates-tall,  to  wit,  on  the 
1st  of  September,  1729,  died  so  entitled  as  aforesaid :  whereupon  Henry 
Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  of  the  last-mentioned  Henry,  and  as  heir  of  the 
said  Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  entitled,  as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said 
reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson,  expectant  on  the  determination  of 
the  said  estates-tail,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  of  February,  1763,  died ;  where- 
upon Richard  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  of  William  Tolson,  who  was  brother 
and  heir  of  the  last-mentioned  Henry  Tolson,  and  son  and  heir  of  the  said 
Henry  Tolson,  the  second  of  that  name  who  became  entitled  to  the  said 

(a)  Tlie  words  "  and  heir"  appear  to  be  incorrect.  As  Anthony  Lamplugh  survived  his 
'  iTothcr  Sir  Tliomas  Lamplugh,  Eleanor  Tolson  could  not  have  been  the  immediate  heir  of 
^  Thomas :  she  never  was,  even  as  remote  heir,  in  toco  hctrtdu^  inasmuch  as  she  must  hav9 
tfded  b^re  Abraham  MoUine. 
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reversion,  and  as  heir  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  became  and  was  entitled, 
as  of  fee  and  right,  to  the  said  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  advowson, 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  estates-tail,  and  afterwards, 
upon  the  determination  of  the  said  estates-tail,  became  and  was,  as  such 
heir  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas,  seised,  as  of  fee  and  right,  of  and  in  the  said 
advowson,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  June,  1815,  died  so 
seised  as  aforesaid ;  whereupon  the  said  Richard  Henry  Tolson,  as  son 
and  heir  of  the  last-mentioned  Richard  Tolson,  became  and  was  seised, 
as  of  fee  and  ricjht,  of  and  in  the  said  advowson ;  and  being  so  seised  as 
aforesaid,  the  said  church  of  the  said  vicarage  of  Bridekirke,  otherwise 
Brydekirke,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  of  September,  1843,  became 
vacant  by  the  death  of  the  last  incumbent  thereof;  whereby  it  then  and 
there  belonged,  and  now  belongs,  to  the  said  Richard  Henry  Tolson  to 
present  a  fit  person  to  the  said  church,  so  being  vacant  as  aforesaid  ;  yet 
the  said  bishop  (and  the  other  defendants)  would  not  permit  him,  but 
*471  *""jU''5tly  hindered  him  the  said  Richard  Henry  Tolson  from  pre- 
senting a  fit  person  to  the  said  church. 
The  second  count  alleged  a  seisin  in  Anthony  Lamplugh,  a  presentation 
by  him  of  one  Nicholas  Beeby,  his  clerk,  and  the  admission,  institution, 
and  induction  of  Beeby  on  the  22d  of  September,  1634 — a  conveyance 
of  the  advowson  by  Anthony  Lamplugh,  by  deeds  of  lease  and  release 
of  the  1st  and  4th  of  December,  1635,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  with 
successive  remainders  to  the  use  of  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  younger, 
Anthony  Lamplugh  in  that  count  first  mentioned,  Cuthbert  Lamplugh, 
brother  of  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  elder,  Francis,  the  son  of  John  Lam- 
plugh, Henry  Tolson,  son  of  Eleanor  Tolson,  sister  of  Anthony  Lamplugh 
the  elder,  and  their  respective  heirs  male,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  elder,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever — the  deaths 
of  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  elder,  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  younger,  Cuth- 
bert Lamplugh,  and  Francis  Lamplugh  respectively  without  issue  male, 
and  the  death  of  Henry  Tolson  on  the  30th  of  October,  1663,  whereupon 
Richard  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  male  of  Henry  Tolson,  became  seised 
of  the  advowson  in  fee,  and  died  on  the  2d  of  July,  1690,  so  seised — that 
thereupon  one  other  Henry  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  male  of  Richard  Tolson, 
and  heir  male  of  the  body  of  the  first-mentioned  Henry  Tolson,  became 
seised,  and  died  so  seised  on  the  27th  of  September,  1724 — that,  upon 
his  death,  one  other  Henry  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  male  of  the  said  Henry 
Tolson  in  that  count  secondly  mentioned,  and  heir  male  of  the  body  of 
Henry  Tolson  in  that  count  first  mentioned,  became  seised,  and  died  so 
seised  on  the  6th  of  November,  1734 — that  thereupon  one  other  Henry 
Tolson,  son  and  heir  male  of  the  said  Henry  Tolson  in  that  count  thirdly 
mentioned,  and  the  heir  male  of  the  body  of  Henry  Tolson  in  that  count 
first  mentioned,  became  seised,  and  died  so  seised  on  the  2d  of  February, 
*48l  ^^63 — that  thereupon  one  other  *Richard  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir 
^    male  of  William  Tolson,  (which  Willian  Tolson  was  brother  •  nd 
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heir  male  of  the  said  Henry  Tolson  in  that  count  fourthly  mentioned,  and 
son  of  Henry  Tolson  in  that  count  thirdly  mentioned,)  and  as  heir  male  of 
the  body  of  Henry  Tolson  in  that  count  first  mentioned,  became  seised 
of  the  advowson,  and  died  so  seised  on  the  19th  of  June,  1815 — that 
thereupon  the  plaintiff,  as  son  and  heir  male  of  the  last- mentioned  Richard 
Tolson,  and  heir  male  of  the  body  of  Henry  Tolson  in  that  count  first 
mentioned,  became  seised ;  and,  being  so  seised,  the  church  became 
vacant,  &c. 

The  third  count  stated  the  seisin  of  Anthony  Lamplugh — the  convey- 
ance by  lease  and  release  as  in  the  second  count — that,  by  the  release,  a 
power  was  reserved  to  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  younger  to  appoint  the 
advowson,  by  deed  or  will,  to  the  use  of  his  wife  for  life,  to  take  effect  in 
possession  immediately  after  the  deaths  of  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  elder 
and  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  younger — that  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  elder 
died  seised  on  the  1st  of  December,  1650 — that  Antliony  Lamplugh  the 
younger,  by  deed  duly  executed,  appointed  the  advowson  to  the  use  of 
Elizabeth  his  wife  for  life  :  it  then  alleged  the  death  of  Anthony  Lamplugh 
the  younger  without  issue — ^«  whereupon,  and  by  virtue  of  the  last-men- 
tioned indenture  and  the  last-mentioned  deed  of  appointment,  and  by 
force  of  the  statute  made  for  transferring  uses  into  possession,  the  said 
Ellen,  then  the  widow  of  the  said  Anthony  Lamplugh  the  elder^  became 
and  was  seised  of  the  advowson,  as  of  freehold  and  right,  for  the  term 
of  her  life,  by  form  of  the  gift  last  aforesaid,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  1st  of  January,  1660,  took  to  her  husband  Peter  Wyard ;  by  virtue 
whereof,  and  by  force  of  the  statute  aforesaid,  the  said  Peter  Wyard  and 
Elizabeth  his  wife  became  and  were  seised  of  the  said  advowson,  as  of 
freehold  and  right,  for  the  term  of  the  *life  of  the  said  Elizabeth,  r»^Q 
by  form  of  the  gift  and  appointment  last  aforesaid  ;  and,  being  so 
seised,  the  said  Peter  Wyard  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  afterwards,  on  the 
6th  of  March,  1660,  &c.,  presented  to  the  said  church,  being  then  vacant 
by  the  death  of  the  then  last  incumbent  thereof,  Samuel  Gresly,  their 
clerk,"  &c.  The  count  then  stated  the  death  of  the  said  Elizabeth, 
Mrhereupon  Cuthbert  Lamplugh  became  seised ;  and  it  then  brought  the 
tide  down  to  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  second  count. 

The  fourth  count  stated,  that  one  Henry  Tolson  the  elder  and  Henry 
Tolson  the  younger,  in  their  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  of  May,  1701, 
were  seised  of  the  advowson,  and,  being  so  seised,  presented  John  Har- 
rison, their  clerk,  &c. .  it  then  averred  the  deaths  of  Henry  Tolson  the 
elder  and  Henry  Tolson  the  younger,  on  the  27th  of  September,  1724,  and 
10th  of  September,  1729,  respectively — that  thereupon  one  other  Henry 
Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  of  the  last-mentioned  Henry  Tolson  the  younger, 
became  seised  of  the  advowson,  and  died  so  seised  on  the  2d  of  Febru- 
ary, 1763 — that  thereupon  Richard  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  of  William 
Tolson,  who  was  brother  and  heir  of  the  last-mentioned  Henry  Tolson, 
became  seised,  and  died  so  seised  on  the   19th  of  June.   1815 — that 
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thereupon  the  plaintiff,  as  son  and  heir  of  the  said  Richard  Tolson, 
became  seised,  and,  he  being  so  seised,  the  church  became  vacant, 
&c. 

The  fifth  count  alleged  the  seisin  of  one  Henry  Tolson,  and  the  presen- 
tation and  admission,  &c.  of  Harrison,  on  the  8th  of  May,  1701,  the  death 
of  Henry  Tolson  on  the  27th  of  September,  1724,  of  his  son  Henry  Tolson 
on  the  10th  of  September,  1729,  of  Henry  Tolson,  the  son  of  the  last- 
mentioned  Henry  Tolson,  on  the  2d  of  February,  1763,  and  of  Richard, 
the  son  of  William  Tolson,  on  the  19th  of  June,  1815,  as  in  the  fourth 
count. 

#^^,  *The  sixth  count  alleged  that  one  Henry  Tolson,  son  and  heir 
of  one  Henry  Tolson,  who  was  the  son  of  one  Richard  Tolson,  in 
his  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  I8th  of  April,  1720,  was  seised  of  the 
advowson,  and,  being  so  seised,  presented  Harrison — that  the  last  men- 
tioned Henry  Tolson  died  so  seised  on  the  10th  of  September,  1729, 
whereupon  one  other  Henry  Tolson,  as  son  and  heir  of  Henry  Tolson  in 
that  count  first  mentioned,  became  seised :  it  then  proceeded  to  aver  the 
death  of  the  last- mentioned  Henry  Tolson  on  the  2d  of  February,  1763, 
and  the  seisin  of  Richard  Tolson,  and  his  death  on  the  19th  of  June,  1815, 
as  in  the  fourth  count. 

The  declaration  was  delivered  on  the  8th  of  July,  1844.  The  defend- 
ants having  repeatedly  obtained  orders  for  time  to  plead,  upon  the  usual 
terms, 

Talfqurdf  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1844,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  elect  which  count  he 
would  retain,  and  why  the  other  counts  should  not  be  struck  out  as  super- 
fluous. 

Manrdngf  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause.  The  new  rules  of  pleading  do 
not  apply  to  quare  impedit  or  other  real  actions — Barnes  v.  Jackson^  1  New 
Cases,  545,  1  Scott,  520,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  404;  Jlftffer,  dem.,  MUkry 
ten.,  1  Scott,  387,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  408 :  and  therefore,  to  entitle  the  de 
fendants  to  make  this  rule  absolute,  they  must  be  prepared  to  show  that 
the  counts  they  seek  to  strike  out  are  perfectly  superfluous.  In  Gully  v. 
The  Bishop  of  Exeter ^  4  Bingh.  525,  2  M.  &  P.  105,  it  was  contended, 
upon  the  supposed  authority  of  Buckmere^s  Casey  8  Co.  Rep.  87  b,  that 
properly  there  could  be  only  one  count  in  quare  impedit.  That  case, 
*51 1  '^^'^^ver,  is  a  *distinct  authority  for  the  contrary  proposition.  It  is 
stated  to  have  been  there  resolved,  that  «  such  actions  real  which 
are  founded  upon  a  tort  or  deforcement,  and  do  not  comprehend  any  title 
in  them,  there  the  demandant  may  demand  in  one  writ  divers  lands  and 
tenements  which  come  to  him  by  several  titles :  as,  if  divers  manors  de- 
scend to  me  from  several  ancestors,  and  I  am  disseised  or  deforced  of 
them,  I  may  have  a  writ  of  right,  or  a  writ  of  entry  in  the  nature  of  an 
assise,  or  a  writ  of  assise,  and  comprehend  all  these  rights  in  one  and  the 
same  writ,  because  in  these  cases  no  title  is  made  in  the  writ.     Vide  L. 
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5  Ed.  4,  fo.  80,  (a)  12  Ed.  4,  fo.  1  a,  (6)  17  Ed.  3,  fo.  52,  (c)  17  Ass.  fo. 
10,  (rfj  12  Ed.  3,  Assise  112,  (e)  22  Ass.  fo.  52,  {g)  66,  (A)  7  Ass.  fo.  18,  (i) 
7  Ed.  3,  Assise  138,  (A;)  15  Ed.  3,  Charge  9,  15  Ass.  fo.  ll.(/)  But,  if  I 
bring  a  writ  of  entry  on  a  disseisin  done  to  my  mother  and  aunt,  coparceners 
in  fee-simple,  the  writ  shall  abate,  for,  here  title  is  made  in  the  writ ;  and 
it  appears  that  there  were  several  causes  of  action,  because  the  title  is  by 
several  ancestors ;  and  therewith  agrees  the  book  in  31  Hen.  6,  fo.  14. 
b,{ni)  43  Ed.  3,  *fo.  17  a.'X»)  The  action  of  quare  impedit  falls  ^^^ 
directly  within  the  first  branch  of  that  resolution :  for  no  title  is  *^ 
made  in  the  writ,  (o)  In  Fox  v.  The  Bisliop  of  Chester y  2  B.  &  C.  635, 
4  D.  &  R.  93,  there  were  two  counts — the  first  stating  the  advowson  to 
be  appurtenant  to  a  manor — the  second  setting  out  a  title  to  the  advow-» 
son  as  in  gross ;  and  no  objection  was  taken.  So,  in  Shepherd  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Cheslery  6  Bingh.  435,  4  M.  &  P.  130,  the  declaration  con- 
tained four  counts,  all  substantially  founded  upon  the  same  title,  va- 
rying only  in  the  mode  of  stating  it.  Where,  as  here,  a  distinct  title 
is  set  forth  in  each  count,  the  court  has  no  discretion;  and,  if  it  had,  it 
would  be  slow  to  exercise  such  discretion  by  acceding  to  the  present  ap« 
plication,  seeing  that  it  might  be  doing  the  plaintiff  great  injustice  to  de- 
prive him  of  any  one  of  the  titles  on  which  he  relies.  Besides,  the  appli- 
cation is  in  breach  of  good  faith,  being  made  after  repeated  applications 
for  time  to  plead,  and  time  granted  on  the  usual  undertaking  to  plead 
issuably  to  this  declaration. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule.  Afler  the  decision  come  to  by 
this  court  in  the  cases  cited,  it  will  probably  be  too  late  to  contend  that 
the  new  rules  are  applicable  to  an  action  of  this  nature ;  though,  if  the 
matter  had  been  res  integra^  it  might  have  been  successfully  contended 
that  they  were.  [Maule,  J.  The  new  rules  do  not  authorize  an  appli- 
cation to  the  court,  Tindal,  C.  J.  We  can  hardly  be  called  upon  to 
decide  contrary  to  Miller,  dem.,  Miller,  ten.]  The  only  question,  then, 
is,  whether  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  will  allow  the  whole 
of  these  six  counts  uselessly  to  encumber  the  record.     That  they  all  apply 

(a)  Longo  Quinto,  80.    The  Wychmden  cate^  of  entry  sur  disaeisin. 

(6)  P.  12  E.  4,  fo.  1,  pi.  4,  in  dower. 

(e)  M.  17  £.  3,  lo.  52,  pi.  31,  in  assise  of  novel  disseisin  of  land. 

(d)  MandeoUlet  coMe^  in  assise  of  novel  disseisin  of  rent-service.  Lib.  Ass.  anno  17,  &>.  50, 
pLlO. 

(«)  PretUnCs  case^  in  assise  of  novel  disseisin  of  rent     Fitzh.  Abr.  tit  Ame^  pi.  112. 

{^)  Lib.  Ass.  anno  22,  fo.  06,  pi.  52,  in  assi^  of  novel  disseisin  of  rent 

(A)  Lib.  Ass.  anno  22,  fo*  100,  pi.  6G,  in  assise  of  novel  disseisin  of  rent<oharge. 

(i)  Lib.  Ass.  anno  7,  fo.  12,  pi.  18,  in  assise  of  novel  disseisin  of  land. 

(Jc)  Fitz.  Abr.  lit  Atsiae^  pi,  138,  whore  die  plaintitf  brought  one  assise  for  several  species 
of  estovers,  and  where  it  was  said  by  Htrlt,  J.,  that  a  man  may  have  on£  ussi&Q  for  land  and 
a  oorofly. 

(l)  Fitz.  Abr.  tit  Charge,  pi.  9.,  and  Lib.  Ass.  anno  IG,  tb.  44,  pi.  11,  in  assise  of  novel  dis- 
•rnsto  of  rent-cbarge  and  rent-service,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  seised  per  dwerttu  nuutuf. 

(m)  P.  31  H.  6,  fo.  14,  pi.  2,  Entry  sai  disseisin  uxx>n  two  diiierent  causes  of  action  held 
h*d-^ormei\on  upon  two  gills,  held  good. 

(m)  p.  43  R  3,  fb.  17,  pL  20,  in  assise  of  novel  disseisin  of  land. 

(o)  F.  N.  R  32. 
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*5^1     *^  identically  the  same  title,  is  not  denied:  and  it  is  quite  *clearthat 
the  object  of  the  plaintiff  in  stating  it  in  this  complicated  form,  is, 
merely  to  embarrass  the  defendants. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  I  must  confess  I  do  not  see  my  way  with  sufficient 
clearness  to  justify  me  in  saying  that  any  one  of  these  counts  ought  to  be 
expunged.  It  is  impossible  for  us  to  foresee  the  extent  of  injury  which 
we  might  inflict  upon  the  plaintiff,  if  we  were  to  adopt  the  course  prayed 
by  the  defendants.     I  tliink  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurred. 

Manningy  Serjt.,  prayed  that  the  rule  might  be  discharged  with  costs. 
The  defendants  have  made  an  unfounded  application,  for  that  which,  even 
if  the  court  had  been  applied  to  in  the  first  instance,  there  would  hare 
been  no  power  to  grant.  Here,  the  rule  was  moved  for  after  successive 
orders  had  been  obtained  for  time  to  plead  to  these  very  counts.  By  taking 
this  course,  the  defendants  have  not  only  created  very  considerable  delay, 
but  have  put  the  plaintiff  to  heavy  as  well  as  unnecessary  expense. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  The  question  raised  by  this  rule  was  one  which  was 
by  no  means  free  from  doubt.  We  think  the  defendants  ought  not  to  be 
called  upon  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  application.(a) 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 

(a)  But  see  Hinton  v.  Jlcraman^  post,  M.  T.  1840. 


*541     *ROBINSON  V.  JAMES  BROWN  and  JANE  BROWN,  Executor 
^  and  Executrix  of  JOHN  BROWN,  Deceased.     May  23. 

The  court  will  not  interfere,  under  the  statute  4  &  5  Ann.  c.  10,  s.  13,  to  stay  the  proceedinj^ 
in  an  action  upon  a  bond,  where  it  is  at  aU  doubtful  tliat  the  payment  stipulated  by  the 
condition  is  not  subject  to  a  contingency. 

Debt,  upon  a  bond,  dated  the  1st  of  April,  1844,  by  George  Brown, 
John  Brown,  and  John  Robinson,  to  the  plaintiiT,  in  the  penal  sum  of  400/. 
The  plaintiff  having  declared  upon  the  bond  without  noticing  the  condi- 
tion, the  defendants,  who  were  sued  as  executor  and  executrix  of  one  of 
the  sureties,  set  it  out  on  oyer,  and  pleaded  performance  by  the  principal 

The  condition  with  its  recital  was  as  follows : — 

"Whereas  the  above-bounden  George  Brown,  being  about  to  carry  on 
the  business  of  an  outfitter,  hath  applied  to,  and  requested,  the  above- 
named  John  Robinson  (the  plaintiff)  to  supply  him  with  goods  in  the  way 
of  bis  trade,  which  he  the  said  John  Robinson  has  agreed  to  do ;  and,  in 
the  course  of  the  dealings  between  them,  the  said  George  Brown  and  John 
Robinson,  the  said  George  Brown  may  become  indebted  unto  the  said  John 
Robinson  in  divers  sums  of  money,  for  goods  to  be  sold  and  delivered,  for 
money  to  be  lent  and  advanced,  or  to  be  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended,  or 
upon  some  other  account ;  and  whereas  the  said  George  Brown,  and  the 
said  John  Brown  and  Charles  Robertson  as  his  sureties,  have  agreed  t' 
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enter  into  the  above- written  bond  or  obligation,  subject  to  such  condition 
as  hereinafter  is  expressed :  Now,  the  condition  of  the  above-written  bond 
or  obligation  is  such,  that,  if  the  said  George  Brown,  his  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  do  and  shall,  from  time  to  time, 
and  at  all  times  hereafter,  well  and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto 
*the  said  John  Robinson,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,     ^^.p- 
all  and  every  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  shall,  at  any  time     ^ 
or  times  hereafter,  become  due  and  owing  to  him  the  said  John  Robinson, 
either  alone  or  jointly  with  any  other  person  or  persons  who  shall  or  may 
be  or  become  a  partner  or  partners  with  the  said  John  Robinson,  his  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  or  assigns,  from  the  said  George  Brown,  for  goods 
which  shall  or  may  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter  be  sold  by  him  or  them 
to  the  said  George  Brown,  and  sent  and  delivered  to  or  to  the  order  of  the 
said  George  Brown,  or  for  money  to  be  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter  lent 
or  advanced,  or  to  be  paid,  laid  out,  or  expended  by  the  said  John  Robin- 
son, his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  either  alone  or  jointly  with 
any  such  partner  or  partners  as  aforesaid,  or  which  may  upon  any  other 
account  whatsoever  be  or  become  due  or  owing  to  the  said  John  Robinson, 
his  executors,  &c.,  either  alone  or  jointly  with  any  such  partner  or  part- 
ners as  aforesaid,  when  and  as  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  shall  respect- 
ively become  due  and  payable,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  sum  of 
400/.,  then  the  said  bond  or  obligation  shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect ;  or, 
in  case  the  said  George  Brown,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators, 
shall,  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter,  make  default  in  payment  of  any  such 
sum  or  sums,  and  the  said  John  Brown  and  Charles  Robertson,  or  one  of 
them,  or  the  heirs,  &c.,  of  one  of  them,  shall,  within  one  calendar  month 
next  after  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been  given  to  them  the  said  John 
Brown  and  Charles  Robertson,  their  heirs,  &c.,  or  shall  have  been  left  at 
their  usual  or  last  known  place  of  abode,  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to 
be  paid  unto  the  said  John  Robinson,  his  executors,  &c.,  and  any  future 
taken  partner  or  partners  of  him  or  them,  his,  her,  or  their  executors,  &c., 
all  and  every  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  at  the  time  of  such  demand 
being  made  shall  *be  due  and  owing  from  the  said  George  Brown,     ^^^^ 
his  heirs,  &c.,  unto  the  said  John  Robinson,  his  executors,  &c.,     *■ 
either  alone  or  jointly  with  the  person  or  persons  who  shall  or  may  be  or 
become  a  partner  or  partners  with  him  or  them,  in  case  the  same  shall  not 
exceed  the  sum  of  200/.  sterling;  but,  if  the  same  shall  exceed  the  sum 
of  200/.  sterling,  then,  if  the  said  John  Brown  and  Charles  Robertson,  or 
one  of  them,  their  or  some  or  one  of  their  heirs,  &c.,  do  and  shall,  within 
one  calendar  month  next  after  such  notice  shall  have  been  given  or  left  as 
aforesaid,  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  John 
Robinson,  his  executors,  &c.,  or  such  person  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  the 
said  suc^  of  200/.,  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  which 
shall  be  then  due  and  owing  as  aforesaid,  then,  and  in  either  of  the  said 
cases,  the  said  bond  or  obligation  shall,  so  far  as  respects  the  said  John 
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Brown  and  Charles  Robertson,  be  void  and  of  no  efiect ;  otherwise  the 
^ame  shall  be  in  full  force  and  virtue." 

The  plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  assigned  for  breach  the  non-payment 
of  the  400/.,  alleging  that  the  calendar  month's  notice  required  by  the 
condition  had  been  given  to  John  Brown  in  his  lifetime,  instead  of  alleg- 
ing, as  the  fact  was,  that  notice  bad  been  given  to  the  defendants  after  bis 
death.  The  cause  standing  in  the  paper  for  trial,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
leave  to  amend  his  replication,  by  averring  the  notice  to  have  been  given 
to  <<  Charles  Robertson  and  the  defendants  as  executor  and  executrix  of 
John  Brown,"  upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  such 
amendment.     The  amendment  was  accordingly  made  and  the  costs  paid. 

Channell^  Serjt.,  for  the  defendants,  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  show  cause  why,  upon  payment  of  200/.,  with  interest  thereon 
from  the  5th  of  August,  1845,  and  the  costs  of  the  action  up  to  and 
ffrm-i  ^including  the  replication,(a)  all  further  proceedings  in  the  action 
should  not  be  stayed,  and  the  defendants  discharged  from  all  fur- 
ther liability  on  the  bond  mentioned  in  tiie  pleadings  in  this  action.  The 
application  was  founded  upon  the  statute  4  &  5  Ann.  c.  16,  s.  13,  which 
gives  authority  to  the  court  to  stay  the  proceedings  on  payment  of  "all 
the  principal  money  due  on  the  bond. "(6)  The  learned  Serjeant  sub- 
mitted, that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  bond,  although  the 
principal  debtor  was  liable  thereon  to  the  extent  of  the  penalty,  the  sure- 
ties were  not  liable  at  all  without  notice ;  and  that,  upon  notice  being 
given  to  them  of  the  default  of  their  principal,  their  liability  extended  only 
to  200/.  [TiNDAL,  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  words  of  the 
statute  mean,  all  that  is  due  upon  the  bond,  or  all  that  is  due  thereon  from 
the  defendant  in  the  action.] 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  contrdj  submitted  that  the  lesser  liability  of  the  sureties 
was  contingent  upon  the  payment  of  the  200/.  by  them  within  one  calendar 
month  after  notice ;  that  they  were  liable  to  the  full  extent  of  the  penalty, 
if  the  200/.  were  not  paid  within  the  time  limited ;  and  that  the  court 
would  not,  by  the  exercise  of  a  summary  jurisdiction  under  the  statute, 
prevent  the  plaintiff  from  raising  that  question  upon  the  record. 
,eg-i  •TiNDAL,  C.  J.  The  language  of  this  condition  gives  rise  to  a  very 
nice  and  subtle  question,  which  I  think  we  ought  not  to  decide  in  this 
way,  without  giving  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  of  putting  it  upon  the  record. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused.(c) 

(a)  The  200L  and  cosu  having  been  offered  by  the  defendants  when  before  the  judge  at 
chambers,  upon  the  summons  to  amend  the  replication. 

(6)  The  words  of  tlie  clause  are,  tliat  "if  at  any  time  pending  an  action  upon  any  such 
bond  with  a  penalty,  tlm  defendant  shall  bring  into  court  all  the  principal  money  and  inUrett 
due  on  the  bond^  and  also  si\cb  costs  as  have  been  expended  in  any  suit  or  suits  in  law  or  equity 
upon  such  bond,  the  said  money  so  brought  in  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  in  full  satis- 
^tion  and  discharge  of  the  said  bond;  and  the  court  shall  and  may  give  judgment  to  disr 
charge  every  such  defendant  of  and  from  the  same  accordingly." 

(f )  At  the  trial  before  Erie,  J.,  at  the  second  sitting  at  Westminster  in  this  term,  the  plain- 
tiff obtained  a  verdict  for  200/.  and  interest  That  verdict,  however,  was  afterwards  set  aside, 
and  a  new  trial  granted,  on  the  ground  that  improper  evidence  of  the  service  of  notice  oa 
fiobinson  had  been  received.     Vide  pott^  Michaelmas  Term,  184C. 
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PRYCE  V.  BELCHER.    May  25. 

Ir  case  against  a  returning  officer,  for  refusing  to  admit  the  plaintiflTs  vote  fit  an  election  of  a 
borough  member,  the  first  count — after  stating  the  writ  and  precept  for  the  election — alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  burgess,  tliat  his  name  was  on  the  register  of  voters,  »hat  he  ten- 
dered his  vote  for  one  of  the  candidates,  and  answered  in  the  affirmative  the  questions 
authorized  by  the  G  &  7  Virt.  c.  18,  s.  81,  to  1x5  put  by  the  returning  officer,  and  was  ready 
and  offered  to  take  the  oath  prescribed  by  s.  82 ;  but  that  the  defendant,  being  returning 
officer,  tarongf idly,  fraudulently^  and  wilfully  vntending  to  injure  the  plaintiffs  and  to  hinder  and 
disappoint  him  of  Ids  privilege  of  and  in  the  premises,  refused  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to 
give  his  vote,  or  allow  the  same  to  be  entered  and  recorded,  and  a  burgess  was  elected, 
the  plaintiff  being  so  excluded  from  giving  his  vote.  To  this  count,  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  the  plaintilf  was  not  a  burgess  of  the  borough  duly  qttalifed  or  entitled  to  vote  in  or  at 
the  election  tlierein  mentioned : — Held^  that  the  plea  was  bad  for  ambiguity. 

The  second  count— after  staling  the  writ  and  precept,  and  that  the  plaintilf  was  a  burgess 
and  on  the  register — proceeded  to  allege  that  lie  tendered  his  vote  for  one  of  the  candidates; 
that  it  %vas  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer,  to  allow  such  vote  to 
be  entered  and  recorded  and  cast  np  in  the  poll-books;  diat  he  was  requested  so  to  do; 
but  tliat  he,  contriving  and  vn'ongfuUy  and  fravdulenily  and  wilfuUy  and  maliciously  intending 
to  injure  and  damnify  the  plaintiff  and  to  hinder  and  disappoint  and  deprive  him  of  the 
benefit  of  his  right  and  privilege  aforesaid,  instead  of  entering  and  recording  the  plaintiiTs 
vote  in  the  poll-books,  lo  the  end  and  intent  aforesaid,  refused  so  to  re<;eive  the  same,  or  to 
admit  and  allow  the  same  to  be  so  entered  and  recorded,  to  the  end  and  intent  aforesaid; 
but,  on  Uie  contrary  thereof,  caused  the  vote  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  entered  in  the  column  of 
votes  tendered  in  the  poll-books,  and  at  the  close  of  the  poll  refused  to  reckon,  include,  and 
cast  up,  and  did  not  reckon,  &c^  the  plaintiff's  vote  among  tlie  votes  given  ibr  that  candi- 
date; tehereby  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  his  right  to  vote  at  that  election: 
— SembUy  tliat  the  count  disclosed  a  primd  facie  cause  of  action. 

The  tliirJ  count — after  stating  the  writ  and  precept,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  burgess  and  on 
the  register,  and  that  lie  tendered  his  vote — alleged  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant, 
as  returning  officer,  to  enter  the  vote  on  the  poll-books  without  entering  into  or  allowing  a 
scrutiny;  but  tliat  the  defendant,  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving  and  wrongfully ^ 
frcttdtUeHtly^  wdfuUy^  and  maliciously  intending  to  ivjure  and  damnify  the  plaintiffs  and  to  delay 
him  in  the  exercise  of  his  privilege  of  voting,  and  deprive  him  of  tlie  benefit  of  his  soiil 
privilege,  wrxmgfuUy  ordered  and  allowed  a  scrutiny  to  be  held  with  regard  to  the  plain- 
tiff's vote,  and  his  right  and  qualification  to  vote,  and  urongfidly  took  upon  himself  to 
adjudge  and  determine,  at  and  after  such  scrutiny  so  ordered  and  allowed,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  give,  and  had  no  qualification  enabling  him  to  give,  his  vote  at  that 
election;  tehereby  the  plaintiff  was  delayed,  hindered,  and  obstructed  in  the  exercise  of  his 
said  privilege  of  voting,  and  a  burgess  was  elected  for  that  parliament,  the  plaintiff's  vote 
being  so  hindered  and  obstructed,  &c.: — HHdy  that  this  connt  also  disclosed  a  prima  facie 
cause  of  action — inasmuch  as  it  was  possible  that  the  delay  arising  from  the  holding  of  a 
scrutiny  (which  is  prohibited  by  die  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  82)  might  have  had  the  effect 
of  preventing  the  plaintiff  from  exercising  his  right  of  voting,  and,  if  so,  that  the  action 
would  be  maintainable,  the  act  of  the  defendant  being  wrongful,  and  haAing  caused  a 
particular  damage  to  the  plaintiff. 

Bdd  also,  that  the  words  subsequent  to  the  per  quod  amounted  to  an  averment  of  matter  of 
fact,  and  were  not  mere  matter  of  legal  inference  from  the  preceding  allegations. 

Case,  against  the  defendant  as  returning  officer  for  the  borough  of 
Abingdon,  for  not  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  vote  at  an  election  for  a  mem- 
ber of  parliament,  although  on  the  register  of  voters. 

*The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant,  ^^^g 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances  there-  ^ 
inafter  mentioned,  and  after  the  passing  and  coming  into  operation  of  the 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  intituled,  &c.,  was  mayor  of  the  borough  of  Abingdon, 
in  the  county  of  Berks,  which  borough,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting of  tlie  said  grievances,  was,  and  now  is,  a  borough  that  returned 
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and  returns  one  member  to  serve  in  parliament,  and  that  to  the  defendant, 
•601     ^^  niayor  of  the  said  borough,  by  virtue  of  his  said  *office  of  mayor, 

of  right  belonged  the  execution  of  any  writ  or  precept  for  the  elec- 
tion of  a  member  to  serve  in  parliament  for  the  said  borough,  which  should 
be  delivered  to  him,  so  being  such  mayor  as  aforesaid,  and  to  be  and  offi- 
ciate as  returning  officer  at  such  election :  that,  on  the  30th  of  June, 
9  Vict.,  a  certain  writ  of  our  lady  the  now  queen  issued  out  of  the  court 
of  Chancery  of  the  said  lady  the  queen,  directed  to  the  then  sherifT  of 
Berkshire  aforesaid,  reciting  that  Sir  Frederick  Thesiger  had  been  then 
lately  chosen  burgess  for  the  borough  of  Abingdon,  in  the  said  county,  for 
the  then  present  parliament  of  the  said  lady  the  queen,  summoned  to  be 
holden  at  the  city  of  Westminster,  of  the  said  lady  the  queen,  on  the  19th 
of  August,  5  Vict.,  on  which  day  the  said  parliament  was  begun  and 
holden,  and  from  thence,  by  several  adjournments  and  prorogations,  had 
been  adjourned  and  prorogued,  and  there  then  holden  ;  and  reciting  that 
the  said  Sir  F.  Thesiger,  having  been  so  chosen  a  burgess  for  the  said 
borough  as  aforesaid,  had  since  then  accepted  the  office  of  Attorney-General 
of  the  said  lady  the  queen,  as  by  a  letter  of  the  trusty  and  well-beloved 
councillor  of  the  said  lady  the  queen,  C.  S.  Lefevre,  speaker  of  the  lower 
house  of  parliament  of  the  said  lady  the  queen,  more  fully  and  plainly 
appeared ;  by  means  whereof  the  subjects  of  the  said  lady  the  queen,  of 
the  said  borough,  had  been  deprived  of  a  burgess  to  treat  for  the  benefit 
of  the  said  borough  in  the  said  parliament  of  the  said  lady  the  queen ; 
nevertheless,  the  said  lady  the  queen,  being  unwilling  that  the  commonalty 
of  her  kingdom  in  her  said  parliament  assembled  to  treat  of  business  con- 
cerning the  said  lady  the  queen,  the  state  and  defence  of  her  kingdom 
and  the  church,  from  the  aforesaid  cause  should  be  lessened  or  diminished, 
whereby  those  afiairs  might  not  have  a  due  end,  did  command  the  said 
«gj-|     sheriff,  that,  in  the  place  of  the  said  Sir  F.  Thesiger  *within  the 

borough  aforesaid,  one  other  fit  and  discreet  burgess  of  the  aforesaid 
borough,  proclamation  of  the  said  writ,  and  of  the  day  and  place,  being 
first  duly  made,  freely  and  indifferently,  by  those  who  should  be  present 
at  the  proclamation,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made 
and  provided,  he  should  cause  to  be  elected ;  and  that  the  name  of  the 
said  burgess  he  the  said  sheriff  should  cause  to  be  inserted  in  certain 
indentures  to  be  thereupon  made  between  him  the  said  sheriff  and  those 
who  should  be  present  at  such  election,  whether  at  the  said  election  he  the 
said  burgess  should  be  present  or  absent,  that  he  the  said  sheriff  should 
cause  him  to  come  to  the  said  parliament,  in  such  manner  that  the  same 
burgess  so  to  be  chosen  might  have  full  power  and  sufficient  authority, 
for  himself  and  the  commonalty  of  the  said  borough,  to  do  and  consent 
to  those  things  which  in  the  said  parliament  of  the  said  lady  the  queen  by 
the  common  council  of  her  said  realm  (by  the  blessing  of  God)  should 
happen  to  be  ordained  upon  the  aforesaid  affairs ;  willing,  nevertheless, 
that  neither  the  said  sheriff  nor  any  other  sheriff  of  the  kingdom  of  the 
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said  lady  the  queen  in  any  wise  should  be  elected ;  and  that  the  election 
so  made,  the  said  sheriff  should  distinctly  and  openly,  under  his  seal  and 
the  seals  of  those  who  should  be  present  at  such  election,  certify  to  the 
said  lady  the  queen,  in  her  Chancery,  forthwith,  remitting  to  her  the  said 
lady  the  queen  one  part  of  the  said  indenture  annexed  to  the  said  writ, 
together  with  the  said  writ ;  that  the  said  writ,  afterwards,  and  before  the 
commiiting  of  the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of 
July  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  Berks,  was  delivered  to 
one  J.  B.  Monck,  Esq.,  the  sheriff  of  the  same  county  of  Berks,  to  Le 
executed  in  due  form  of  law ;  that  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  the  aforesaid 
J.  B.  Monck,  so  being  then  and  there  sheriff  of  the  county  *of  Berks     p^o 
aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances 
hereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &.C.,  made  his  certain  precept  in  writ- 
ing under  the  seal  of  him  the  said  J.  B.  Monck  of  his  office  of  sheriff  of 
the  county  of  Berks  aforesaid,  directed  to  the  mayor  of  the  borough  of 
Abingdon  aforesaid,  reciting  the  aforesaid  writ  of  our  lady  the  queen  to 
him  the  said  sheriff  directed  ;  that,  by  his  precept,  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  writ,  he  the  said  sheriff  did  require  him  the  said  mayor, — because  the 
execution  of  the  said  writ  belonged  to  him  the  said  mayor, — that  he  the 
said  mayor  should  forthwith  cause  a  burgess  to  be  elected  for  the  said 
borough  in  the  place  of  the  said  Sir  F.  Thesiger,  according  to  the  com- 
mand of  the  said  writ,  and  that,  when  the  said  precept  should  be  exe- 
cuted, he  the  said  mayor  should  make  known  to  him  the  said  sheriff  imme- 
diately after  the  said  election  made,  so  that  he  the  said  sheriff  might  certify 
the  same,  together  with  the  said  writ,  and  that  precept  return  to  our  lady 
the  queen  in  her  Chancery  forthwith ;  that  the  said  precept,  afterwards, 
and  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances  hereinafter  mentioned,  to 
wit,  on,  &c.,  at  the  borough  of  Abingdon  aforesaid,  in  the  same  county 
of  Berks,  was  delivered  to  him  the  defendant, — then,  and  until  and  after 
the  return  of  the  same  writ,  being  mayor  of  the  said  borough  of  Abing- 
don as  aforesaid, — to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law ;  that,  by  virtue  of 
the  said  precept,  and  by  virtue  of  the  writ  aforesaid,  they  the  said  bur- 
gesses of  the  borough  of  Abingdon,  being  in  that  behalf  duly  forewarned, 
to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  July,  in,  &c.,  at  the  borough  of  Abingdon  aforesaid, 
before  him  the  defendant,  so  being  mayor  and  returning  officer  as  afore- 
said, were  assembled  to  elect  a  burgess  for  the  said  borough,  according  to 
the  exigency  of  the  writ  and  precept  aforesaid ;  that,  during  that  assembly, 
to  that  intention,  and  before  such  burgess  by  virtue  of  the  writ  and  pre- 
cept aforesaid  was  elected,  to  wit,  on,  *&c.,  last  aforesaid,  at  the     r,g« 
borough  of  Abingdon  aforesaid,  he  the  plaintiff  then  being,  and  tlie     *" 
plaintiff^  averred  that  lie  then  was,  a  burgess  of  the  borough  aforesaid^  and 
the  name  of  the  plaintiff  being  then  inserted,  and  then  standing  and  being, 
and  the  plaintiff  averred  that  his  name  was  then  inserted  and  then  stood  and 
was,  in  the  register  of  voters  then  in  force  for  the  said  borough,  to  wit, 
the  register  of  all  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  to 
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serve  in  parliament  for  the  said  borough,  made  and  formed  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided ;  and,  the 
plaintiff's  said  name  being  and  standing,  and  the  plaintiff  averred  that  his 
said  name  then  stood  and  was,  No.  216  in  the  said  register  of  voters  ;  and 
the  plaintiff  being  then  entitled,  and  the  plaintiff'  averred  that  he  was  then 
entitled^  to  give  his  vote  for  the  choosing  of  a  burgess  of  the  said  borough 
according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ  and  precept  aforesaid,  before  him 
the  defendant,  mayor  of  that  borough,  to  whom  then  and  there  it  did  duly 
belong,  as  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid  at  the  said  election,  to  take 
and  allow  the  vote  of  him  the  plaintiff  of  and  in  the  premises,  was  ready 
and  willing,  and  the  plaintiff  then  offered  to  give,  and  then  and  there  ten- 
dered his  vote  for  choosing  James  Caulfield,  Esq.,  a  burgess  for  that  par- 
liament, by  virtue  and  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ  and  precept 
aforesaid ;  and  he  the  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  willing  and  ready  to 
answer,  and  did  then  and  there  answer  in  the  affirmative,  to  him  the 
defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  the  questions  autho- 
rized by  the  act  of  parliament  aforesaid  to  be  put  by  the  returning  officer 
at  any  election  of  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  parliament,  if  required 
on  behalf  of  any  candidate,  to  any  voter,  at  the  time  of  his  tendering  his 
vote  at  any  such  election,  and  which  he  the  defendant,  so  being  such 
returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  was  then  required  on  behalf  of  Sir  F.  The- 
*641  ^^S^**'  ^  candidate  at  the  said  election,  to  put,  and  *did  then  put  to 
him  the  plaintiff,  and  he  the  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  willing  and 
ready  to  take,  and  then  and  there  offered  to  take,  the  oath  by  the  said  act 
of  parliament  authorized  to  be  administered  by  the  returning  officer  at  any 
election  of  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  parliament,  if  required  on 
behalf  of  any  candidate  at  the  time  aforesaid,  to  any  voter,  if  he  the 
defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  should  be  required 
to  administer,  and  should  then  offer  to  administer,  the  said  oath  ;  of  all 
which  he  the  defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  then 
had  notice ;  but  he  the  defendant  was  not  then  required  to  administer,  and 
did  not  then  offer  to  administer  the  said  oath ;  and  the  vote  of  him  the 
plaintiff  then  and  there  of  right  ought  to  have  been  received  and  admitted 
and  allowed  to  be  entered  and  recorded  ;  and  the  defendant,  so  being  then 
and  there  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  was  then  and  there  reqtiested  to 
receive  and  admit  and  allow  to  be  entered  and  recorded,  the  vote  of  him 
the  plaintiff,  so  tendered  as  aforesaid  :  nevertheless,  he  the  defendant,  so 
being  then  and  there  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  well  knowing  thfe  pre- 
mises, but  contriving  and  wrongfully y  fraudulently,  and  wilfully  intending 
to  injure  and  damnify  him  the  plaintiff  in  this  behalf,  and  wholly  to  hinder 
and  disappoint  him  of  his  privilege  of  and  in  the  premises,  did  then  and 
there  hinder  him  the  plaintiff  from  giving  his  vote  in  that  behalf,  and  did 
then  and  there  absolutely  reject  the  vote  of  the  plaintiff  by  him  so  tendered 
at  the  said  election  as  aforesaid,  and  did  then  and  there  absolutely  re/use  to 
permit  him  the  plaintiff  to  give  his  vote  for  choosing  a  burgess  for  the 
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borough  of  Abingdon  aforesaid,  to  the  parliament  aforesaid,  and  did  not 
receive  or  admits  nor  allow  to  be  entered  and  recordedy  the  vote  of  him  the 
plmntify  for  choosing  James  Caulfield,  Esq.,  a  burgess  of  that  borough,  to 
serve  in  that  parliament,  contrary  to  the  said  act  of  parliament,  and  to  the 
statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided ;  *and  a  burgess  of  that  r«gg 
borough  was  elected  for  that  parliament,  he  the  plaintiff  being  so 
excluded  from  giving  his  vote,  and  his  vote  being  so  rejected  by  him  the 
defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  and  without  any 
vote  of  him  the  plaintiff^^  then  and  there  by  virtue  of  the  writ  and  precept 
aforesaid  ;  to  the  injury,  enervation,  and  destruction  of  the  aforesaid  privi- 
lege of  him  the  plaintiff  in  the  premises,  and  the  deprivation  and  loss  of 
his  said  right  to  vote  at  the  said  election,  and  to  have  his  vote  received 
and  admitted,  and  allowed  to  be  entered  and  recorded,  by  the  defendant, 
so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid. 

The  second  count  stated,  that,  before,  &.c.,  and  afler  the  passing  and 
coming  into  operation  of  the  act  of  parliament  in  the  first  count  mentioned, 
the  defendant  was  mayor  of  the  borough  of  Abingdon,  which  borough, 
before,  &c.,  was,  and  is  now,  a  borough  that  returned  and  returns  one 
member  to  serve  in  parliament ;  that,  to  the  defendant,  as  mayor  of  the 
said  borough,  by  virtue  of  his  said  office  of  mayor,  of  right  belonged  the 
execution  of  any  writ  or  precept  for  the  election  of  a  member  to  serve  in 
parliament  for  the  said  borough,  which  should  be  delivered  to  him,  so 
being  such  mayor  as  aforesaid,  and  to  be,  and  officiate  as,  returning  officer 
at  such  election :  that,  on,  &c.,  a  certain  writ  of  our  lady  the  queen  issued 
out  of  the  court  of  Chancery  of  our  said  lady  the  queen,  directed  to  the 
then  sheriff  of  Berkshire,  and  that  such  writ  was  and  is  in  the  same  terms 
and  to  the  same  purport  and  effect  as  the  writ  in  the  said  first  count  men* 
tioned ;  that  the  said  writ  was  afterwards,  and  before  the  committing  of 
the  grievances,  &c.,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  in  the  said  county  of  Berks,  was 
delivered  to  one  J.  B.  Monck,  Esq.,  the  sheriff  of  the  same  county  of 
Berks,  to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law ;  that,  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writ,  the  said  J.  B.  Monck  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  committing, 
&c.,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  made  *his  certain  precept  in  writing  under  the  r^gg 
seal  of  him  the  said  J.  B.  Monck  of  his  office  of  sheriff  of  the  county 
of  Berks  aforesaid,  directed  to  the  mayor  of  Abingdon  aforesaid ;  that  the 
said  precept  was  and  is  in  the  same  terms,  and  to  the  same  purport  and 
effect,  as  the  precept  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned ;  that,  by  virtue  of 
the  said  precept,  and  by  virtue  of  the  writ  aforesaid,  the  said  burgesses 
of  the  said  borough  of  Abingdon,  being  in  that  behalf  duly  forewarned, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  aforesaid,  before  him  the  defendant,  so  bein^. 
mayor  and  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  were  assembled  to  elect  a  burgess 
for  the  said  borough,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ  and  precept 
aforesaid ;  and,  during  that  assembly,  to  that  intention,  and  before  such 
burgess,  by  virtue  of  the  writ  and  precept  aforesaid,  was  elected,  to  wit, 
on,  &c.,  last  aforesaid,  at,  &c.,  aforesaid,  be  the  plaintiff  then  being — ace 
VOL.  m.  7  E 
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the  plaintiflf  averred  that  he  then  was — a  burgess  of  the  borough  aforesaid, 
and  the  name  of  the  plaintiflf  being  then  inserted,  and  then  standing  and 
being — and  the  plaintiff  averred  that  his  name  then  was  inserted  and  then 
stood  and  was — in  the  register  of  voters  then  in  force  for  the  said  borougb, 
to  wit,  the  register  of  all  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  mem- 
ber to  serve  in  parliament  for  the  said  borough,  made  and  formed  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  and 
the  name  of  the  plaintiff  then  standing  and  being — and  the  plainiiiT 
averred  that  his  name  then  did  stand  and  was — No.  216,  in  the  said  regis- 
ter of  voters  then  in  force  for  the  said  borough  as  aforesaid ;  that  the 
plaintiff,  then  being — and  the  plaintiff  averred  that  he  then  was — entitled 
to  give  his  vote  for  the  choosing  of  a  burgess  of  the  said  borough,  accord- 
ing to  the  exigency  of  the  writ  and  precept  aforesaid,  before  him  the 
defendant,  so  being  mayor  and  returning  officer  as  aforesaid — to  whom 

*671  ^^^^^  ^°^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^"^y  belong  to  take  *  and  allow  the  vote  of  him 
the  plaintiff  of  and  in  the  premises — ^was  ready,  and  he  the  plaintiff 
then  and  there  offered  to  give,  and  then  and  there  tendered,  his  vote  for 
choosing  James  Caulfield,  Esq.,  a  burgess  for  that  parliament,  by  virtue 
of,  and  according  to  the  exigency  of,  the  writ  and  precept  aforesaid,*  and 
the  vote  of  him  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  of  right  ought  to  have  been 
received  and  admitted,  and  allowed  to  be  entered  and  recorded  on  the 
poll-books  of  the  said  election,  by  the  defendant,  so  being  then  and  there 
mayor  and  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  to  the  end  and  intent,  that,  when 
he  the  defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  should,  after 
the  final  close  of  the  poll  at  the  said  election,  cast  up  the  number  of  votes 
as  they  should  appear  on  the  said  poll-books,  and  should  openly  declare 
the  state  of  the  poll,  and  make  proclamation  of  the  member  chosen, 
according  to  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  the  said  vote  of 
him  the  plaintiff  should  be  reckoned,  included,  and  cast  up  by  him  the 
defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  among  the  number 
of  votes  so  to  be  cast  up  as  aforesaid,  and  in  order  to  the  making  of  the  said 
declaration  and  proclamation  as  aforesaid,  as  having  been  given,  admitted, 
and  allowed  for  choosing  the  said  James  Caulfield  a  burgess  for  that  par- 
liament ;  that  the  defendant,  so  being  there  and  then  returning  officer  as 
jiforesaid,  was  then  and  there  requested  to  receive  and  admit,  and  allow 
to  be  entered  and  recorded  on  the  poll-books  of  the  said  election,  the  vote 
of  him  the  plaintiff,  to  the  end  and  intent,  that,  when  he  the  defendant, 
.80  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  should,  afler  the  final  close  of 
the  poll  at  the  said  election,  cast  up  the  number  of  votes  as  they  should 
appear  on  the  said  poll-books,  and. should  openly  declare  the  state  of  the 
poll,  and  make  proclamation  of  the  member  chosen  as  aforesaid,  the  vote 
•681  ^^  ^^^  ^^  plaintiff  should  be  ^reckoned,  included,  and  cast  up  by 
him  the  defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid, 
among  the  number  cd*  votes  so  to  be  cast  up  as  aforesaid,  and  in  order  to 
the  oiaking  of  the  said  declaration  and  proclamation  as  aforesaid,  as  bav« 
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ing  been  given,  admitted,  and  allowed  for  choosing  the  said  James  Caul- 
field,  Esq.,  a  burgess  for  that  parliament :  nevertheless,  the  defendant, 
being  then  and  there  mayor  and  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  well  know- 
ing the  premises,  but  contriving  and  wrongfaUyy  fraudxdentty^  and  wiU 
fitUy^  and  maliciously  intending  to  injure  and  damntfy  the  plaintiff  in  this 
behalf,  and  wholly  to  hinder  and  disappoint  and  deprive  him  of  the  benefit 
of  his  right  and  privilege  aforesaid,  of  and  in  the  premises,  did  then  and 
there,  instead  of  so  receiving  and  admitting  and  allowing  to  be  entered 
and  recorded  on  the  polUbooks  of  the  said  election  the  vote  of  the  plain- 
tiff, to  the  end  and  intent  aforesaid,  did  then  and  therey  when  the  plaintiff* 
so  tendered  his  vote  as  aforesaid,  and  so  requested  him  the  defendant  to 
receive  the  same,  and  to  admit  and  allow  the  same  to  be  entered  and 
recorded  as  aforesaid,  to  the  end  and  intent  as  aforesaid,  wholly  refuse  so 
to  receive  the  same^  or  to  admit  and  allow  the  same  to  be  so  entered  and 
recorded^  to  the  end  and  intent  as  aforesaid ;  but^  on  the  contrary  thereof^ 
did  then  and  there  cause  and  procure  the  vote  of  the  plaintiff'  to  be  entered 
wUhin  a  certain  space  or  column  of  the  said  poll-boolcs^  which  space  or 
cohtmn  was  and  is  headed  with  the  words  «  For  whom  tenderedy^^  and  the 
entiy  of  any  vote  within  which  space  or  column  indicates  and  signifies — ^ 
and  the  plaintiflT  averred  that  the  entry  of  his  vote  within  the  said  space 
or  column  did  indicate  and  signify — either  that  the  name  of  the  plaintiff 
had  been  omitted  from  the  register  of  voters  then  in  force  for  the  said 
borough,  in  consequence  of  the  decision  of  the  barrister  who  had  revised 
the  lists  fi-om  which  such  register  had  been  formed,  or  *that  the  vote  r^^q 
of  some  other  person  had  already  been  received  and  allowed  to  be 
entered  and  recorded  on  the  poll-books  of  the  said  election,  as  being 
registered  in  respect  of  the  same  qualification  as  that  by  virtue  of  which 
the  plaintiff  then  claimed  to  vote,  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled— ^when  he  the  defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  afore- 
said, should,  after  the  final  close  of  the  poll  at  the  said  election,  cast  up 
the  number  of  votes  as  they  should  appear  on  the  said  poll-books,  and 
should  openly  declare  the  state  of  the  poll,  and  make  proclamation  of  the 
member  chosen  as  aforesaid — to  have  the  said  vote  of  him  the  plaintiff 
reckoned,  included,  and  cast  up  by  him  the  defendant,  so  being  such 
returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  among  the  number  of  votes  so  to  be  cast  up 
as  aforesaid,  and  in  order  to  the  making  of  the  said  declaration  and  pro- 
clamation as  aforesaid,  as  having  been  given,  admitted,  and  allowed  for 
choosing  the  said  James  Caulfield  a  burgess  for  that  parliament :  and  the 
plaintiff  further  said,  that,  when  he  the  defendant,  so  being  such  returning 
officer  as  aforesaid,  did,  after  the  final  close  of  the  poll  at  the  said  elec- 
tion, cast  up  the  number  of  votes  as  they  appeared  on  the  said  poll-books, 
and  did  openly  declare  the  state  of  the  poll,  and  make  proclamation  of 
the  member  chosen,  according  to  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, he  the  defendant  did  then  wholly  refuse,  neglecty  and  omit  to  reckon^ 
include^  and  cast  up,  and  did  not  then  reckon^  include^  and  cast  tq>y  among 
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the  nujnoer  of  votes  so  cast  up^  and,  in  openly  declaring  the  state  of  the 
poll,  he  the  defendant  did  wholly  refuse,  neglect,  and  omit  to  reckon  and 
include  among  the  number  of  totes  given  for  choosing  the  said  James 
CaulGeld,  Esq.,  a  burgess  for  that  parliament,  then  declared  by  him,  so 
being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  as  and  for  the  true  state  of  the 
*701  P*^^'  ^^  ^^^^  behalf,  and  the  defendant  did  not  then  so  reckon  *and 
include  among  the  said  number  of  votes^  and  in  the  state  of  the  poll 
so  then  and  there  openly  declared  as  aforesaid,  the  said  vote  of  him  the 
plaintiff';  and  a  burgess  of  that  borough  was  elected  for  that  parliament, 
and  proclamation  was  made  of  a  member  chosen,  without  any  vote  of  him 
the  plaintiff  being  so  reckoned,  included,  and  cast  up  as  aforesaid; 
whereby  the  privilege  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  behalf  was  wholly  injured, 
enervated,  and  destroyed,  and  he  the  plaintiff  was  wholly  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  his  right  to  vote  at  the  said  election,  and  to  have  his  said  vote 
received  and  admitted  and  allowed  to  be  entered  and  recorded  on  the 
said  poll-books,  and  to  have  the  same  reckoned,  included,  and  cast  up  by 
the  defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  among  the 
number  of  votes  so  cast  up  after  the  close  of  the  poll  as  aforesaid,  and  to 
have  the  same  reckoned  and  included  in  the  declaration  by  him  the 
defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  of  the  state  of  the 
poll,  among  the  number  of  votes  given,  admitted,  and  allowed  for  choosing 
the  said  James  Caulfield  a  burgess  for  that  parliament. 

ITie  third  count  was  similar  to  the  second,  down  to  the  asterisk,  p.  67; 
it  then  proceeded  as  follows — and  it  then  and  there  became  and  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  enter  the  said  vote  of  the  plaintiff  so  tendered 
by  him  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  poll-books  of  the  said  election, 
without  entering  into  or  allowing  any  scrutiny  by  or  before  him  the  de- 
fendant, so  being  such  returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  with  regard  to  such 
vote :  nevertheless,  he,  the  defendant,  being  then  and  there  mayor  and 
returning  officer  as  aforesaid,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving, 
and  wrongfully,  fraudulently,  wilfully,  and  maliciously  intending  to  injure 
and  damnify  him  the  plaintiff  in  that  behalf,  and  further  to  vex,  harass, 
and  delay  the  plaintiff  in  the  exercise  of  his  privilege  of  voting,  and  to 
,-- ,     deprive  him  of  the  benefit  •of  his  said  privilege  of  and  in  the  pre- 
mises,  did  there  and  then  wrongfully  order  and  allow  a  scrutiny  to 
be  held  before  him  the  defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer  as  afore- 
said, to  wit,  at  the  Guildhall  in  the  said  borough,  with  regard  to  the  vote 
of  him  the  plaintiff'y  so  tendered  by  him  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  with 
regard  to  the  right  and  qualification  of  him  the  plaintiff  to  give  his  vote, 
and  to  have  the  said  vote  admitted  and  allowed  ;  and  did  further  wrong- 
fully take  upon  himself  to  adjudge  and  determine,  at  and  after  such  scru- 
tiny so  ordered  and  allowed  and  held  as  aforesaid,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  then  entitled  to  give,  and  had  no  qualification  enabling  him  to  giv* 
his  vote  at  the  said  election,  and  that  he  was  not  then  entitled  to  have  the 
same  admitted  and  allowed,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of 
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parliament,  and  to  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided ;  whereby 
the  plaintiff  was  not  only  then  wrongfidly  vexed,  harassed,  delayer  I,  hin- 
dered, and  obstructed  in  the  exercise  of  his  said  privilege  of  voting,  but 
was  then  wholly  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  his  said  privilege,  and  a  bur- 
gess of  that  borough  was  elected  for  that  parliament,  the  vote  of  him  the 
plaindfT  being  so  hindered  and  obstructed,  and  without  any  vote  of  hini 
the  plaintiflf  then  and  there  by  virtue  of  the  writ  and  precept  aforesaid ; 
and  also  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  was  otherwise  greatly 
injured  and  damnified :  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  500/.,  &c.(a) 

To  the  first  count,  the  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  time  in  that  behalf  in  that  count  mentioned, 
a  burgess  of  the  said  borough,  duly  qualified  or  entitled  to  vote  in  or  at 
the  election  therein  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  therein  alleged — 
concluding  to  the  country. 

*To  the  second  count  the  defendant  demurred,  assigning  for  causes  r^^^ 
—that  no  sufficient  or  any  cause  of  action  was  thereby  disclosed, 
and  that  it  was  not  therein  or  therefrom  apparent,  that  the  plaintififhad  sus- 
tained any  damage  by  reason  of  any  thing  therein  alleged  or  set  forth — that  it 
was  consistent  with  every  allegation  in  that  count,  that  the  plaintiff  did  in 
reality  vote,  and  have  his  vote  received  and  recorded,  at  the  said  election, 
or,  at  least,  that  there  was  nothing  in  that  count  which,  with  apt,  conve- 
nient, or  suflScicnt  certainty  or  precision,  excluded  the  possibility  of  the 
plaintiff's  having  so  voted,  and  had  his  said  vote  duly  admitted  and  re- 
corded, thereat — that  the  count  did  not  with  any  sufficient  certainty  show 
that  the  tortious  act  therein  charged  was  wilful  or  malicious,  or  that  the 
defendant  had  any  means  of  avoiding,  or  could  have  avoided  the  same, 
or  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  legal  damage  therefrom — that  the 
insertion  of  the  plaintiff^s  name  in  the  column  complained  of  in  that 
count  might  have  been,  for  all  that  appeared  to  the  contrary,  a  matter  in 
itself  altogether  innocent  and  legal,  and  out  of  which  no  cause  of  action 
could  or  did  originate,  and  might  have  arisen  wholly  from  mistake  or  in- 
advertency either  of  the  defendant  or  others,  and  that  it  was  not  stated 
therein,  nor  was  it  to  be  concluded  therefrom,  that  such  insertion  was 
wilful  or  malicious — that,  for  aught  that  appeared  to  the  contrary,  the 
plaintifPs  vote  was  allowed  and  received  and  recorded  at  the  said  election 
—that  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  by  averment  that  an  election  was 
held,  or  that  the  plaintiff  had,  or  could  have,  in  any  way  been  prejudiced 
or  damnified — and  that  the  count  was  not  sufficiently  specific  and  certain, 
but  was  throughout  too  general,  and  it  was  only  by  inference,  deduction, 
and  conjecture,  that  any  tort  or  cause  of  action  could  be  traced  or  dis- 
covered therein,  &c. 

Demurrer  to  the  third  count,  assigning  for  causes — *that  it  dis-  r«« 
closed  no  sufficient  or  any  cause  of  action — that  it  nowhere  therein 

(a)  No  step  appears  to  have  been  taken  on  the  ground  that  the  insertion  of  these  three 
exults  was  in  apparent  violation  of  the  rules  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  rr.  5,  0. 
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appeared,  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  vote 
at  the  election  in  that  count  mentioned — that,  supposing  the  alleged  scru- 
tiny to  have  been  held,  it  was  not  sufficiently  shown  that  the  efiect  of  such 
scrutiny  was,  or  could  have  been,  prejudicial  to  the  plaintiff's  vote — that 
the  nature  of  the  alleged  scrutiny  ought  to  have  been  shown — that  it  was 
consistent  with  every  allegation  in  that  count  that  the  alleged  scrutiny 
consisted  of  nothing  more  than  the  inquiries  directed  to  be  made,  and  the 
questions  put,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  parliament  in  that  count 
mentioned — that,  if  the  scrutiny  complained  of  was  really  an  illegal 
scrutiny,  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  attending  and  incidental  to  it 
should  have  been  distinctly  set  forth  with  special  and  proper  averments 
in  that  behalf — that  it  was  not  shown  in  and  by  that  count  that  the  scru- 
tiny complained  of  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  subsequently  voting  at  the 
same  election,  or  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  in  fact  vote  and  have  his  vote 
duly  received,  admitted,  and  recorded  at  the  said  election — that  no  dam- 
age in  law  to  the  plaintiff  was  sufficiently  or  precisely  shown  in  or  by  that 
count,  nor  did  it  sufficiently  or  precisely  appear  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  any  act  of  omission  or  commission  maliciously  or  wilfully  or 
knowingly,  or  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  any  injury  or  wrong  by 
reason  of  the  premises — and  that  the  count  was  in  other  respects  too 
vague,  general,  loose,  uncertain,  and  insufficient. 

The  plaintiff,  on  his  part,  demurred  to  the  second  plea,  assigning  for 
causes — that  the  plea  was  ambiguous  and  uncertain,  in  this,  that  it  was 
doubtful,  and  wholly  impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  know  in  what  sense 
the  word  (< qualified"  was  used  therein;  whether  as  expressing  that  the 
*741     P^^^'^^i^  ^^  possessed  of  a  ^qualification,  or  certain  property  or  in- 
terest the  possession  of  which  entitled  him  to  be  placed  and  re- 
tained on  the  register  of  voters ;  or  whether  it  was  merely  used  tauto- 
logically,  and  as  equivalent  to  the  word  <<  entitled,"  in  the  same  plea  used, 
and  so  traversed  that  the  plaintiff  was  so  entitled  under  the  state  of  facts 
in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  averred — that,  the  meaning  of  the  plea 
being  thus  doubtful,  ambiguous,  and  wholly  uncertain,  no  issue  could 
safely  be  joined  upon  it  by  the  plaintiff— that,  by  the  allegation  therein 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  <«  qualified,"  it  was  attempted  to  traverse  and 
put  in  issue  matters  not  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  wholly  immate- 
rial to  the  merits  of  the  case,  it  being  nowhere  alleged  in  the  first  count, 
and  it  not  being  necessary  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  to  allege^  that 
the  plaintiff  was  «  qualified,"  or  possessed  of  a  qualification ;  but  the 
allegations  in  the  count  amounting  solely  to  this,  that,  having  complied 
with  all  the  requisites  prescribed  by  the  act  of  parliament  in  that  count 
mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  vote,  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  that 
no  judicial  discretion,  in  any  way  whatever,  lay  with  the  defendant  as 
returning  officer  at  the  said  election — ^that  the  plaintiff  could  not,  therefor^ 
properly  take  issue  upon  the  plea,  inasmuch  as  the  verdict  of  a  jury  upon 
it  would  in  no  way  tend  to  the  determination  of  the  merits  of  the  case— 
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that,  if  the  defendant  desired  to  raise  the  question  of  the  qualification  of 
the  plaintiff,  he  should  have  done  it  by  a  special  plea  in  bar,  concluding 
with  a  verification — ^that  the  plea  was  multifarious  and  uncertain,  inasmuch 
as  by  the  word  «  qualified"  were  attempted  to  be  put  in  issue  all  the 
several  facts  in  which  the  qualification  of  the  plaintiff  might  consist,  and 
it  was  left  wholly  in  doubt  which  of  the  several  facts  the  defendant  in- 
tended to  dispute,  and  the  plaintiff  was  therefore  left  in  ignorance  what 
facts  he  would  be  called  upon  to  prove  at  the  trial  of  *the  issue —  r«.yg 
that  the  plea  should  have  stated,  or  taken  issue  upon,  some  single 
fact  in  which  the  qualification  of  the  plaintiff  might  or  ought  to  consist, 
and  which  was  either  alleged  or  necessarily  implied  in  the  count,  and  on 
which  a  single,  certain,  and  material  issue  might  have  been  joined — that 
the  plea  was  multifarious  and  uncertain,  in  this,  that  it  was  attempted  by 
the  plea  to  put  in  issue  all  the  facts  in  the  count  alleged,  or  necessarily, 
implied,  on  which  the  title  to  vote  at  the  said  election  of  the  plaintiff  de- 
pended, and  it  was  left  wholly  doubtful  and  uncertain  which  of  the  said 
several  facts  the  defendant  intended  to  dispute  or  deny,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  therefore  left  in  ignorance  what  facts  he  would  be  called  upon  to 
prove  at  the  trial  of  the  issue,  and  no  single,  certain,  and  material  issue 
could  therefore  be  joined  on  the  plea — that  the  plea  should  have  traversed 
some  single  and  material  fact  alleged  in*  the  count,  on  which  the  title  to 
vote  depended,  and  on  which  a  single,  certain,  a'hd  material  issue  might 
have  been  joined — that  the  plea  was  double,  in  this,  that  it  put  in  issue 
several  facts,  the  determination  of  either  of  which  would,  it  was  pretended 
by  the  defendant,  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  action,  inasmuch  as  it  at- 
tempted to  put  in  issue  both  the  qualification  of  the  plaintiff,  the  want  of 
which  it  was  pretended  by  the  defendant  would  be  an  answer  to  the 
action,  and  also  attempted  to  put  in  issue  the  right  and  title  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  vote  under  the  circumstances  in  Ihe  count  alleged — that  the  plea 
was  also  double,  inasmuch  as  it  attempted  to  put  in  issue  all  the  several 
facts  in  which  the  qualification  of  the  plaintiff  consisted,  the  verdict  of 
a  jury  as  to  any  one  of  which,  adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  would,  according 
to  the  defence  set  up  by  the  defendant,  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  ac- 
tion, and  on  any  one  of  which  a  single  and  certain  issue  might,  therefore, 
have  been  tendered — that  the  plea  was  also  double,  inasmuch  as  it  put 
in  issue  all  the  several  facts  in  the  count  alleged,  or  ^necessarily  r«*g 
implied,  on  which  the  right  or  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  vote  at  the 
said  election  must  depend,  and  the  verdict  of  a  jury  as  to  any  of  which, 
adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  would  necessarily  be  fatal  to  the  plaintiff's  right 
of  action,  and  on  any  of  which  a  single,  certain,  and  material  issue  might, 
therefore,  have  been  joined — that  the  plea  was  bad,  because  it  attempted 
to  put  in  issue  and  to  submit  to  the  consideration  of  a  jury  mere  matters 
of  law,  namely,  one  or  other  of  the  questions  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff 
was,  in  the  state  of  facts  alleged  or  implied  in  the  declaration,  ('qualified,*' 
or  "qualified  or  entitled,"  to  vote,  or  "entitled  to  vote,"  each  of  which 
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questions,  xihichever  it  might  be.  that  was  intended  to  be  raised  by  the 
plea,  was  one  proper  for  a  court  of  law  only  to  determine,  and  not  proper 
to  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  a  jury ;  and,  if  the  defendant  de- 
sired to  dispute  either  the  plaintiflf's  qualification,  or  his  right  and  title  to 
vote  at  the  said  election,  he  should  either  have  traversed  some  single, 
certain,  and  material  one  of  the  facts  in  the  said  count  alleged,  or  neces- 
sarily implied,  or  should  have  alleged  some  new  matter  which  should  de« 
stroy  the  plaintiflPs  right  by  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance,  or  should 
have  demurred  to  the  count  as  insufficient,  on  the  state  of  facts  there 
alleged,  to  show  any  such  right  or  title  to  vote  in  the  plaintiff;  none  of 
which  courses  had  been  adopted  by  the  defendant — that  the  plea  conclu- 
ded to  the  country,  instead  of  with  a  verification — and  that  it  was  other- 
wise ambiguous,  uncertain,  informal,  and  insufficient.  Joinder  in  de- 
murrer. 

The  demurrers  were  argued  in  Easter  term  last. 
<>.««1  Talfourdf  Serjt,  for  the  defendant.(a)  If  the  plea  is  to  'be  read 
as  bringing  into  question  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  upon  the 
register  of  voters,  undoubtedly,  it  is  not  good,  the  seventy-ninth  section 
of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  making  the  register  «  conclusive  evidence  that 
the  persons  therein  named  continue  to  have  the  qualifications  annexed  to 
their  names  respectively"  in  the  register  in  force  at  the  election.(6)  But, 
though  the  register  is  Conclusive  as  to  the  qualification,  there  is  another 
consideration  that  may  be  included  in  the  party's  right  to  vote,  namely, 
his  continued  residence  in  the  borough  ;  for,  the  same  section  contains  a 
proviso,  « that  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  any  future  election 
for  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  parliament  for  any  city  or  borough, 
unless  he  shall,  ever  since  the  31st  of  July  in  the  year  in  which  bis  name 
was  inserted  in  the  register  of  voters  then  in  force,  have  resided,  and 
at  the  time  of  voting  shall  continue  to  residey  within  the  city  or  borough, 
or  place  sharing  in  the  election  for  the  city  or  borough  in  the  election  for 
which  he  shall  claim  to  be  entitled  to  vote,  or  within  the  distance  thereof 
required  by  the  said  recited  act  (c)  to  entitle  such  person  to  be  registered 
in  any  year."  Omitting  the  word  "  qualified,"  (which  may  be  regarded 
as  surplusage,)  the  plea  is  a  simple  traverse  of  the  right  of  voting  alleged 
in  the  first  count.  If  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  vote,  he  was  qualified  to 
vote :  the  terms  are  synonymous.  [Tjndal,  C.  J.  The  suggestion  on 
the  other  side  is,  that  you  may  be  challenging  the  plaintiff's  qualification. 
Cresswell,  J.  The  plea  seems  to  invite  a  discussion  which  the  statute  ex- 
pressly excludes.]  At  the  most  it  is  a  mere  expansion  of  that  which  the 
count  necessarily  implies:  Armani  v.  Castriqaey  13  M.  &  W.  443. 
[TiNDAL,  C.  J.     The  plea  seems  to  point  to  two  defences — ^the  one, 

(a)  In  Brcwn  ▼.'JZofe,  C.  P.,  E.  55  Geo.  3,  (reported  upon  other  ix)iDt8,  6  Taunt  124, 
1  Marsh.  478,)  Gibbt,  C.  J.,  said,  that,  even  in  replevin,  if  there  were  cross  demurrers,  the 
plaintilfs  must  begin. 

(6)  And  see  Wright,  App.,  Town  Clerk  ofStodeport,  Resp.,  5  M.  &  O.  41,  42 

(c)  2  W.  4,  c  45,  i.  27. 
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khat  the  plaintiff  was  not  on  the  register — the  ^other,  that  he  comes    .«.«g 
"withiQ  the  proviso  in  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  79.]  ^ 

As  to  the  second  count,  the  question  is  whether  it  discloses  any  cause  of 
action.  In  Ashhy  v.  WkUey  2  Ld.  Raym.  938,  6  Mod.  46,  1  Salk.  19, 
3  Salk.  17,  Lord  Holt,  524, 1  Smith,  Leading  Cases,  105,  it  was  determined 
by  the  House  of  Lords,  that  a  man  who  has  a  right  to  vote  at  an  election 
for  members  of  parliament,  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  returning 
ofEcer  for  maliciously  refusing  to  admit  his  rote ;  though  his  right  was 
never  determined  in  parliament,  and  though  the  persons  for  whom  he 
ofiered  to  vote  were  elected.  But  malice  is  an  essential  ingredient  to  sup- 
port such  an  action,  and  must  be  expressly  alleged  :  Harman  v.  Tappenden^ 
1  East,  555 ;  Drewe  v.  Coultoriy  lb.  563,  n.;  Milward  v.  Sargeant^  lb.  567,  n. ; 
CiUlen  V.  Morris,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  577.  In  the  case  last  cited,  Abbott,  C.  J., 
in  summing  up,  very  learnedly  and  elaborately  discusses  the  point :  <<  If," 
says  his  lordship,  <<  the  plaintiflf  had  a  right  to  vote,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  action  be  maintainable  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  has  been  contended,  that  he  has  a  maintain- 
able right  of  action  without  at  all  referring  to  the  motives  by  which  the 
defendant  was  influenced  in  rejecting  his  vote,  and  independently  of  the 
proof  of  any  malicious  intention  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  On  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  it  has  been  contended  that  an  action  is  not  maintainable 
for  merely  refusing  the  vote  of  a  person  who  appears  afterwards  to  have 
really  had  a  right  to  vote,  unless  it  also  appears  that  the  refusal  resulted 
from  a  malicious  and  improper  motive ;  and  that,  if  the  party  act  honestly 
and  uprightly,  according  to  the  best  of  his  judgment,  he  is  not  amenable 
b  an  action  for  damages.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  law,  as  it  has  been 
stated  by  *the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  is  correct.  The  returning  p^-^ 
officer  is,  to  a  certain  degree,  a  ministerial  one  ;  but  he  is  not  so  ^ 
to  all  intents  and  purposes ;  neither  is  he  wholly  a  judicial  officer ;  his 
duties  are  neither  entirely  ministerial  nor  wholly  judicial :  they  are  of  a 
EHxed  nature.  It  cannot  be  contended  that  be  is  to  exercise  no  judg- 
irent,  no  discretion  whatsoever,  in  the  admission  or  rejection  of  votes : 
a^e  greatest  confusion  would  prevail  if  such  a  discretion  were  not  to  be 
exercised.  On  the  other  hand,  the  officer  could  not  discharge  his  duty 
vipithout  great  peril  and  apprehension,  if,  in  consequence  of  a  mistake,  he 
became  liable  to  an  action.  It  has  been  urged  that  Lord  Holt, — who, 
v^ith  great  honour  to  himself,  once  filled  this  seat, — intimated  his  opinion 
that  the  mere  refusal  of  the  vote  of  a  person  entitled  to  vote,  would  give 
the  party  a  right  to  sue  the  returning  officer.  Whether  he  ever  did  say 
so  or  not,  we  do  not  certainly  know  ;  for  the  reports  of  that  case  are  very 
imperfect.  No  one  entertains  a  greater  veneration  for  that  learned  judge 
than  I  do ;  but,  if  he  did  so  express  himself,  I  am  bound  to  deliver  my 
opinion  that  he  was  mistaken.  The  case  alluded  to,  Asliby  v.  Wliitey  had 
been  tried  by  a  jury  ;  and,  upon  the  face  of  the  record,  the  defendant  was 
charged  with  malice  ;  and,  when  a  writ  of  error  was  brought,  the  record 
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itself  was  conclusive  as  to  the  malice  of  the  defendant,  (a)  since  the  court 
could  look  at  nothing  beyond  the  record.  The  next  case  which  has  been 
alluded  to  is  that  of  Grew  v.  MUwardy  2  Luders,  245,  and  there  the  de- 
claration charged  the  defendant  with  having  wilfully  and  maliciously  re- 
fused the  vote  of  the  plaintifif;  and  there  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  with  considerable  damages,  amounting  to  300/.;  from  which  it 
appears  that  the  defendant  had  conducted  himself  very  maliciously.  A 
*801  ^^^^  of  error  was  then  brought,  *but  the  averment  of  malice  was  upon 
the  record,  (a)  and  ultimately  the  writ  of  error  was  abandoned.  The 
next  action  was  brought,  not  by  the  party  whose  vote  had  been  refused, 
but  by  a  candidate ;  and  it  was  brought  against  the  returning  officer  for 
having  refused  votes  tendered  on  behalf  of  the  plaintifif,  and  having  re- 
turned another  candidate.  That  action  was  founded  upon  the  stat.  of 
Will.  3,  (6) ;  and  that  statute  gives  a  right  of  action  in  those  cases  only 
where  the  act  of  the  defendant  is  wilful.{c)  A  case  afterwards  came 
on  to  be  tried  before  Wilson,  J.,  on  the  western  circuit,  {Drewe  v.  Covlion^) 
which  had  been  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  having 
refused  to  admit  his  vote.  It  was  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintifif, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  one  of  a  class  of  persons  who  had  not,  for  a  length 
of  time,  been  allowed  to  vote ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  action  w^as  not 
maintainable ;  because  the  defendant  had  done  no  more  than  that  which 
his  predecessors  had  done.  If  a  vote  be  refused  with  a  view  to  prejudice 
either  the  party  entitled  to  vote,  or  the  candidate  for  whom  he  tenders  his 
vote,  the  motive  is  an  improper  one,  and  an  action  is  maintainable.  The 
question  for  your  consideration  is,  whether  the  refusal  of  the  vote,  in  this 
instance,  was  founded  on  an  improper  motive  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant; it  is  for  you  to  pronounce  your  opinion,  whether  the  defendant's  con- 
duct proceeded  from  an  improper  motive,  or  from  an  honest  intention  to 
discharge  his  duty,  acting  under  professional  advice.  If  he  intended  to 
do  prejudice  either  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  the  candidate  for  whom  he  meant 
to  vote,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  your  verdict :  if,  on  the  other  hand,  he 
acted  in  the  best  way  he  could  according  to  his  judgment,  your  verdict 
ought  to  be  for  the  defendant."  The  jury  not  being  able  to  agree,  no 
*ftn  *v6rdict  was  pronounced.  The  second  count  here  does  use  words, 
*'  in  the  first  instance,  which,  if  they  overrode  the  whole  allegation, 
might  amount  to  a  sufiGlcient  statement  of  malice  :  but  in  alleging  what 
the  defendant,  as  returning  officer,  did,  it  does  not  charge  that  the  act  was 
done  wilfully  and  maliciously :  it  merely  alleges  that  the  defendant  refused 
to  receive  the  plaintiff's  vote,  but  caused  it  to  be  entered  in  the  column 
of  votes  tendered^  and  that  he  omitted  to  reckon  it  among  the  number  of 
votes  at  the  close  of  the  poll.  It  may  have  been  omitted  accidentally,  or, 
for  any  thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  the  defendant  may  have  made 
an  error  in  the  casting  up  of  the  votes. 

(a)  And  appeared  by  that  record  to  have  been  found  by  the  jury  to  be  tnu, 
(6)  7  &  8  W.  3,  c.  f25.  (c)  Sect  6. 
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The  third  count  charges  the  defendant  with  having,  as  returning  officer, 
wrongfully  ordered  a  scrutiny  with  regard  to  the  plaintifPs  vote.  There 
is  no  allegation  that  the  vote  was  rejected,  or  that  the  plaintiff  persisted  in 
requiring  his  vote  to  be  recorded.  The  proviso  in  sect.  79,  before  referred 
to,  deprives  the  party  of  his  right  to  vote,  though  on  the  register,  if  he  has 
not  continued  to  reside  in  the  borough,  or  within  seven  miles  thereof. 
Section  81  enacts,  that  no  inquiry  shall  be  permitted  at  the  time  of  polling, 
as  to  the  right  of  any  person  to  vote,  except — whether  the  voter  is  the 
same  person  whose  name  is  on  the  register,  and  whether  he  has  already 
voted  at  that  election :  and  sect.  82  enacts,  that  «  no  scrutiny  shall  here- 
after be  allotted,  by  or  before  any  returning  officer  with  regard  to  any  vote 
given  or  tendered  at  any  such  election."  The  scrutiny  here  spoken  of, 
is  not  an  inquiry  at  the  poll,  but  after  its  closing:  that  alleged  in  the  third 
count  may  be  the  merely  asking  the  questions  prescribed  by  sect.  81. 
[Cresswexl,  J.  The  returning  officer  is  prohibited  by  sect.  81,  from 
putting  to  the  voter  any  other  questions  than  those  referred  to ;  and  by 
sect.  82  it  is  enacted,  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  reject  any  vote  tendered 
bj  *any  person  whose  name  is  on  the  register,  except  by  reason  r^g^ 
of  its  appearing  to  the  returning  officer,  upon  putting  such  questions 
as  aforesaid,  or  either  of  them,  that  the  person  claiming  to  vote  is  not  the 
person  described  on  the  register,  or  has  previously  voted :  the  officer  is  not 
to  reject  the  vote  by  reason  of  the  voter's  having  ceased  to  reside  in,  or 
within  the  prescribed  distance  of,  the  borough  ;  and  yet,  by  sect.  79,  the 
paity  in  such  case  is  not  entitled  to  vote  !]  It  certainly  is  impossible  to 
reconcile  these  various  provisions.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  third 
count  discloses  no  cause  of  action  whatever. 

Kinglake^  Serjt.,  contriH.  The  special  plea  to  the  first  count  is  clearly 
bad.  It  introduces  new  matter,  and  tenders  an  issue  of  fact  upon  matter 
not  found  in  the  declaration,  and  the  consideration  of  which  may  involve 
matters  wholly  irrelevant  and  unimportant  to  the  decision  of  the  cause. 
[TiNDAL,  C.  J.  It  is  ambiguous,  at  least :  and  that  is  pointed  out  as  ground 
of  demurrer.]  It  may  raise  the  question  of  qualification — whether  the 
plaintiff  had  become  disqualified  between  the  making  of  the  register  and 
the  time  of  the  election,  or  whether  he  had  lost  the  franchise.  [Erle,  J. 
What  is  the  difference  between  being  qualified^  and  being  entUkd^  to  vote?] 
Under  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  58,  if  any  change  occurred  in  the  qualifica- 
tion between  the  time  of  registration  and  the  time  of  voting,  the  voter's 
qualification  and  right  to  vote  would  be  gone.  Now,  however,  by  sect.  79 
of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  the  register  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  right 
to  vote. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  traverse  is  bad  for  one  of  the 
reasons  assigned  as  cause  of  special  demurrer,  viz.  ambiguity.  The 
declaration  contains  two  separate  and  distinct  allegations — the  one,  that 
"le  ^plaintiff  was  a  burgess  of  the  borough  of  Abingdon,  his  name  r»Qo 
^ing  and  standing  No.  216  in  the  register  of  voters  for  that  bo- 
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rough — the  other,  that  he  was  entitled  to  vote  for  the  choosing  of  a  burgess. 
The  plea,  instead  of  taking  issue  upon  one  of  those  averments,  states  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  <<  a  burgess  of  the  said  borough  duly  qualified  or 
entitled  to  vote  in  or  at  the  election"  in  the  count  mentioned ;  thus  com- 
bining the  two  allegations  in  one  traverse,  and  leaving  it  in  doubt  whether 
the  defendant  means  to  rely  on  the  absence  of  the  plaintiflPs  name  from 
the  register,  or  upon  his  want  of  qualification  as  a  voter.  This  the  defend- 
ant clearly  had  no  right  to  do.  I  therefore  think  there  must  be  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  as  to  that  plea. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  prayed  and  obtained  leave  to  amend,  on  the  usual  terms. 

Kinglakey  Serjt.     The  second  count  suflSciently  discloses  a  cause  of 
action,  in  the  defendant's  refusal  to  receive  and  to  record  the  plamtiiSf's  vote. 
The  sixty-eighth  section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  which  regulates  the  mode 
of  conducting  the  election,  requires  the  poll-clerks,  at  the  close  of  the 
poll,  to  deliver  the  poll-books,  enclosed  and  sealed,  to  the  returning  officer, 
who  is  to  cast  up  the  number  of  votes,  and  openly  declare  the  state  of  the 
poll,  and  make  proclamation  of  the  member  or  members  chosen.      The 
instant  a  returning  officer  refuses  to  receive  the  vote  of  a  person  who  is 
on  the  register,  the  ofience  is  complete.     The  plaintiff  complains  that  his 
name  was  inserted  by  the  defendant  in  the  column  appropriated,  under 
sect.  59,  to  votes  tendered  by  persons  whose  names  are  not  on  the  register. 
Here,  the  plaintiff's  name  was  on  the  register ;  and  the  returning  officer 
had  no  authority  to  reject  his  vote,  provided  he  was  ready  to  answer  the 
^841     ^^^  questions  mentioned  in  sect.  81.     *The  count,  therefore,  upon 
the  face  of  it,  discloses  a  specific  grievance,  arising  from  the  wilful 
and  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant.     It  alleges  that  the  plaintiff's  vote  was 
entered  in  the  poll-book  only  as  a  vote  tendered;  and,  further,    (hat  a 
burgess  was  elected  and  returned  without  the  vote  of  the  plaintiff  being 
reckoned  and  cast  up  among  the  number  of  votes.     There  is  a  distinct 
refusal  throughout  to  receive  and  give  effect  to  the  plaintiff's  vote.     It  may 
well  be  doubted,  whether  any  averment  of  malice  is  necessary  at  all.     Lord 
Holt,  at  least,  in  Ashby  v.  Whiter  inclined  to  think  it  was  not.     And, 
though  subsequent  cases  have  decided  that  malice  must  be  averred  and 
proved,  they  all  have  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  returning  officer 
was  quasi  a  judicial  officer.     Under  the  statutes  now  in  force,  however, 
the  duties  of  the  returning  officer, — which  are  clearly  pointed  out  and  de- 
fined by  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  ss.  81,82,  86, — are  purely  of  a  ministerial 
character.     He  has  no  discretion.     The  power  of  adjudicating  upon  the 
right  to  vote  of  any  person  whose  name  appears  on  the  register,  is  stu- 
diously reserved  for  parliament  itself.(a)     If  malice  be  necessary,  the 
second  count  does  contain  a  sufficient  averment  of  malice :   The  King  v. 
Phillips,  6  East,  464;  The  King  v.  Woodfall,  5  Burr.  2667. 

The  third  count  states,  that  the  plaintiff,  being  entitled  to  vote,  tendered 
his  vote  for  the  candidate  named,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant, 

{a)  See  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  s.  98. 


3  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  84 

as  returning  ofBcer,  to  enter  the  plaintiff's  vote  on  the  poll-books  without 
scrutiny,  but  that  he,  wilfully  and  maliciously,  intending  to  injure  the 
plaintiff,  and  delay  him  in  ihe  exercise  of  his  privilege  of  voting,  wrong- 
fully allowed  a  scrutiny  to  be  held  with  regard  to  the  plaintiff's  vote  and 
qualification,  and  wrongfully  adjudged,  upon  such  *scrutiny,  that  r»«p- 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  vote  and  had  no  qualification ; 
w^hereby  the  plaintiff  was  hindered  and  deprived  of  his  privilege,  and  a 
burgess  was  returned  without  the  vote  of  the  plaintiff.  [Erle,  J.  It  does 
not  follow  from  what  is  alleged  in  the  third  count,  that  the  defendant  did 
not  record  the  plaintiff's  vote  at  the  time  it  was  tendered.]  The  count  in 
substance  alleges  that  the  plaintiff's  vote  was  disallowed.  The  holding 
a  scrutiny, — which  is  expressly  prohibited  by  the  82d  section  of  the  6  & 
7  Vict.  c.  18, — gives  a  right  of  action,  notwithstanding  the  vote  should 
be  afterwards  recorded.  And  the  97th  section  enacts,  "  that  every  sheriff, 
under-sheriff,  clerk  of  the  peace,  town-clerk,  secondary,  returning  officer, 
clerk  of  the  crown,  postmaster,  overseer,  or  other  person,  or  public  officer, 
required  by  this  act  to  do  any  matter  or  thing,  shall,  for  every  wilful  mis- 
feasance, or  wilful  act  of  commission  or  omission,  contrary  to  this  act, 
forfeit  to  any  party  aggrieved  the  penal  sum  of  100/.,  or  such  less  sum 
as  the  jury,  before  whom  may  be  tried  any  action  to  be  brought  for  the 
recovery  of  the  before-mentioned  sum,  shall  consider  just  to  be  paid  to 
such  party,  to  be  recovered  by  such  party,  with  full  costs  of  suit,  by  action 
for  debt  in  any  of  her  majesty's  superior  courts  at  Westminster :  provided 
always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  supersede  any 
remedy  or  action  against  any  returning  officer,  according  to  any  law  now 
in  force."  An  action  will  lie  for  the  doing  of  any  thing  that  is  prohibited 
by  an  act  of  parliament.  [Crcsswell,  J.  To  whom  ?]  To  the  party 
gfrieved.  [Cresswell,  J.  That  opens  the  whole  argument.  Was  this 
plaintiff  a  party  grieved  ?]  The  obstruction  and  refusal  of  his  vote  was  a 
grievance,  a  legal  damage.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  To  entitle  a  party  to  main- 
tain an  action  of  this  sort,  must  he  not  show  that  he  has  sustained  some 
actual  •sensible  damage  ?  In  Comyns's  Digest,  tit.  ^^  Action  upon  -»gg 
the  Case,"*^  (A),  it  is  said,  that,  "in  all  cases,  where  a  man  has  a  *■ 
temporal  loss  or  damage  by  the  wrong  of  another,  he  may  have  an  action 
upon  the  case,  to  be  repaired  in  damages.^'  «  But  an  action  upon  the 
case  does  not  lie,  where  there  is  not  any  temporal  damage."  lb.  (B.  1.)] 
It  is  not  necessary  to  show,  that  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  any  actual 
damage :  it  is  enough,  that  the  defendant  has  unlawfully  obstructed  him 
in  the  exercise  of  a  legal  right.  In  SckinotH  v.  Bumstedy  6  T.  R.  646, 
it  was  held,  that  an  action  might  be  maintained  against  the  commissioners 
of  a  lottery  for  not  adjudging  the  prize  to  the  holder  of  a  ticket  entitled  to 
receive  it.  So,  in  Taylor  v.  Henniker,  12  Ad.  &E.  488,  it  was  held,  that, 
where  a  landlord  distrains  for  more  than  is  due  for  rent,  an  action  on  the 
case  lies  at  the  suit  of  the  tenant,  though  the  goods  distrained  are  of  less 
value  than  the  rent  renlly  due ;  and  it  is  no  defence,  that,  after  the  distress 
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and  notice  thereof,  and  before  the  sale,  the  landlord  served  a  second  notice 
on  the  tenant,  stating  the  amount  really  due,  and  that  the  distress  was 
taken  for  that  amount  only,  and  ixrould  be  sold  unless  that  amount  was 
paid.  Lord  Denman  there  said:  « There  was  a  wrongful  act  of  the 
defendant ;  and  though,  by  reason  of  the  value  of  the  goods  taken  falling 
short  of  the  actual  rent  due,  no  real  damage  was  sustained,  yet  there  was 
a  legal  damage  and  cause  of  action,  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  a  verdict."  [Crcsswell,  J.  In  that  case,  the  crops  distrained  were 
kept  for  some  months.]  In  WeUer  v.  Bakery  2  Wils.  414, — the  Tonbridge 
Dippers^  casCy  where  it  was  held  that  an  action  on  the  case  would  lie  against 
the  defendant  for  usurping  the  office  of  a  dipper,  not  having  been  duly 
*871  ^^^^^^'^  ^^  ^^  homage — the  court  say  that  <<an  action  upon  the 
case  will  lie  for  a  possibility  of  a  damage  and  injury."  MarzetU 
V.  WUliamSy  1  B.  &  Ad.  416,  and  Blofeld  v.  Payne,  4  B.  &  Ad.  410,  also 
show  that  there  may  be  a  legal  damage  to  sustain  an  action,  without  any 
actual  damage.  [Erle,  J.  All  these  are  cases  of  violation  of  private 
rights.  In  the  case  of  non-repair  of  a  highway,  the  being  delayed  in 
carrying  goods  to  market  has  been  held  not  to  be  such  a  specific  injury  as 
to  give  a  right  of  action  to  an  individual.]  This  count  charges  a  violation 
of  the  peculiar  and  private  privilege  of  the  plaintifif.  In  ^shby  v.  WhiUy 
Lord  Holt  says:  <« Every  injury  imports  a  damage,  though  it  does  not  cost 
the  party  one  farthing ;  and  it  is  impossible  to  prove  the  contrary  ;  for,  a 
damage  is  not  merely  pecuniary,  but  an  injury  imports  a  damage,  when 
a  man  is  thereby  hindered  of  his  right.  As,  in  an  action  for  slanderous 
words,  though  a  man  does  not  lose  a  penny  by  reason  of  the  speaking  of 
them,  yet  he  shall  have  an  action.  So,  if  a  man  gives  another  a  cuiT  on 
the  ear,  though  it  cost  him  nothing,  no,  not  so  much  as  a  little  diachylon, 
yet  he  shall  have  his  action,  for  it  is  a  personal  injury.  So,  a  man  shall 
have  an  action  against  another  for  riding  over  his  ground,  though  it  do  him 
no  damage ;  for,  it  is  an  invasion  of  his  property,  and  the  other  has  no 
right  to  come  there.  And  in  these  cases  an  action  is  brought  vi  et  armis. 
But,  for  invasion  of  another's  franchise,  trespass  vi  et  armis  does  not  lie, 
but  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case ;  as,  where  a  man  has  retoma  hre- 
viumy  he  shall  have  an  action  against  any  one  who  enters  and  invades  his 
franchise,  though  he  loses  nothing  by  it*  So,  here,  in  the  principal  case, 
the  plaintiff  is  obstructed  of  his  right,  and  shall  therefore  have  his  action. 
And  it  is  no  objection  to  say  that  it  will  occasion  multiplicity  of  actions; 
*881  ^^^^  ^  *men  will  multiply  injuries,  actions  must  be  multiplied  too; 
for,  every  man  that  is  injured  ought  to  have  his  recompense." 
Talfourdf  Serjt.,  in  reply,  prayed  leave  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  to  the 
second  count,  and  to  plead  thereto.  And,  as  to  the  third  count — without 
impugning  the  general  principle  that  an  action  will  lie  against  a  public 
officer,  in  respect  of  a  private  injury  resulting  to  an  individual  from  a  viola* 
tion  of  a  public  duty,  though  no  palpable  or  substantial  damage  be  shown 
•—he  submitted  that  here  there  was  no  specific  allegation  of  damage  or 
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injury  to  the  plaintiflf  that  could  form  the  subject  of  an  action ;  for,  that  it 
was  perfectly  consistent  with  all  that  was  alleged  in  the  count,  that  the 
defendant  received  and  recorded  the  plaintiff's  vote,  and  held  a  scrutiny 
or  investigation  at  a  subsequent  period.  Car.  adv>  vuU. 

TvsDALy  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  questions  arising  upon  the  plea  to  the  first  count,  and  upon  the 
second  count  of  this  declaration,  were  disposed  of  upon  the  argument,  by 
the  defendant's  being  allowed  to  amend  the  plea,  and  to  withdraw  his 
demurrer,  and  plead  over  to  the  second  count ;  the  only  remaining  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is,  whether  the  third  count,  which  is  specially  demurred 
to,  is  open  to  objection. 

The  third  count  sets  out  a  writ  to  the  sherifif  of  Berkshire,  and  a  pre- 
cept from  the  sheriff  to  the  defendant,  being  mayor  of  Abingdon,  to  cause 
a  burgess  to  be  elected  for  the  borough  of  Abingdon  ;  by  virtue  of  which 
the  burgesses  of  Abingdon  were  assembled  to  elect  a  burgess  for  the 
borough  of  Abingdon,  and  that  during  *that  assembly,  and  before  r«gQ 
such  burgess  was  elected,  the  plaintiflf,  being  a  burgess  of  the 
borough,  and  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  being  in  the  register  of  voters, 
and  standing  No.  216  in  the  list  of  voters,  and  the  plaintiff  being  entitled  to 
give  his  vote  for  the  choosing  of  a  burgess  before  the  defendant,  being 
the  mayor  and  returning  officer,  to  whom  it  belonged  to  take  and  allow 
such  vo:e,  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  offered  to  give  his  vote  for  choosing 
James  Caulfield,  Esq.,  a  burgess  for  that  parliament;  and  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  enter  the  vote  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  poll-books,  with- 
out entering  into  or  allowing  any  scrutiny  before  him  with  regard  to  such 
vote :  nevertheless,  the  defendant,  wilfully  and  maliciously  intending  to 
injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  vex,  and  harass,  and  delay  the  plaintiff  in  the 
exercise  of  his  privilege  of  voting,  and  to  deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of 
his  said  privilege,  did  wrongfuUy  order  and  allow  a  scrutiny  to  be  held 
before  him  the  said  defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officer,  with  regard 
to  the  vote  of  the  plaintiff  so  tendered  by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  with  regard 
to  the  right  and  qualification  of  him  the  plaintiff  to  give  his  said  vote,  and 
to  have  the  said  vote  admitted  and  allowed ;  and  did  further  wTongfully 
take  upon  him  to  adjudge  and  determine,  afler  such  scrutiny,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  then  entitled  to  give,  and  had  no  qualification  enabling 
him  to  give,  his  vote  at  the  said  election ;  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  not 
only  wrongfully  vexed,  harassed,  delayed,  hindered,  and  obstructed  in  the 
exercise  of  his  said  privilege  of  voting,  but  was  then  wholly  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  his  said  privilege,  and  a  burgess  of  that  borough  was  elected 
for  that  parliament,  the  vote  of  the  plaintiff  being  so  hindered  and  obstructed, 
and  without  any  vote  of  him  the  said  plaintiff 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  contended,  that  the  words  follow 
ing  the  word  "  whereby"  could  not  be  *considered  as  being  an  aver-     r^^ 
.  ment  of  matter  of  fact,  but  merely  matter  of  conclusion  or  infer-     ■■ 
ence  drawn  from  the  matters  previously  alleged,  and  that  the  preceding 
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matter  did  not  disclose  with  due  certainty  any  cause  of  action,  it  not  being 
alleged  that  the  scrutiny  was  held  during  the  election,  nor  that  the  vote 
of  the  plaintiflf  was  not  entered  on  the  poll-books,  and  reckoned  up  with 
the  others. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiflf,  it  was  contended,  that  the  holding  of  a 
scrutiny  by  the  returning  officer  being  expressly  prohibited  by  the  act, 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  82,  the  action  would  lie  for  holding  the  scrutiny, 
though  no  damage  resulted  to  the  plaintiff;  for  which  Blqfeld  v.  Payne^ 
4  B.  &  Ad.  410 ;  Taylor  v.  Henniker,  12  Ad.  &  E.  488  ;  and  The  Ton- 
bridge  Dippers^  Case^  ( Weller  v.  Bakery  2  Wils.  422,)  were  cited :  and 
It  was  also  contended,  that,  if  damage  was  necessary  to  be  alleged,  there 
was  a  sufficient  allegation  of  damage  to  the  plaintiff. 

No  cases  were  cited  to  show  whether  the  matter  alleged  after  the  word 
«  whereby^'  is  to  be  considered  as  amounting,  on  demurrer,  to  a  sufficient 
averment  of  matter  of  fact  or  not ;  nor  have  we  found  any  decision  on  the 
point ;  though,  in  the  case  of  Cohan  &  Perryy  2  Roll.  Rep.  379,  the  point 
was  incidentally  discussed.  In  that  case,  the  plaintiff  declared,  that 
Queen  Elizabeth,  being  seised  of  the  manor  of  S.,  granted  him  thirty 
acres,  parcel  of  the  manor,  by  copy,  and  granted  four  acres,  parcel  of  the 
said  manor,  to  the  defendant,  and  alleged  that  the  copyholders  of  the  said 
thirty  acres  have  at  all  times  used  to  have  common  (a)  for  certain  cattle, 
from  the  1st  of  August  till  All  Saints'  day,  in  the  four  acres ;  and  shows 
that  the  defendant,  on  the  1st  of  May,  enclosed  the  said  four  acres  with 
^911  ^^^S^^  ^^^  ditches,  whereby  he  could  not  *have  his  common,  &c. 
The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty ;  and  the  verdict  was  found  for  the 
plaintiff.  It  was  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment  for  not  alleging  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  enclosure  after  the  1st  of  August.  All  the  judges  agreed, 
that,  after  verdict,  the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested  :  but  Dodridge,  J., 
said  that  the  per  quod  esteant  le  inclosurer  der(i)  plea  does  not  amount  to 
an  averment ;  the  per  quod  is  «  un  illation"  and  inference  out  of  the  preced- 
ing declaration,  and  will  not  amount  to  an  averment,  for,  it  is  conclusion, 
and  not  the  matter  of  the  action ;  but  he  agreed,  that,  after  verdict,  the 
declaration  is  good.  But  Ley,  C.  J.,  said  that  the  per  quod  amounted  to 
an  averment. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  matter  subsequent  to  the  per  quod  was  held 
in  that  case  to  be  a  sufficient  averment,  after  verdict,  not  only  of  what  was 
directly  stated,  but  of  matter  not  stated,  but  only  to  be  collected  by  infer- 
ence, namely,  that  the  enclosure  of  the  four  acres  continued  after  the  1st 
of  August.  The  allegation  in  question  might,  perhaps,  be  open  to  a  spe- 
cial demurrer  on  that  ground ;  but  it  does  not  follow  from  thence  that  the 
words  following  the  per  quodj  in  a  declaration  of  this  nature,  are,  in  all 
cases,  to  be  considered  as  matter  of  conclusion  and  inference  only :  on  the 

(a)  As  to  this  form  of  Pleading,  see  Ptara  ▼.  Baam,  Cro.  £1.  300;  Grymtt  v.  PeaMk 
1  Buistr.  17. 

(b)  The  'words  » field,  die**  appear  to  be  necessary  to  complete  Jie  y  ntence. 
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contrary,  (he  course  of  pleading  shows  that  they  are  sometimes  to  be  looked 
upon  as  allegations  of  matters  of  fact.  In  Rastell's  Entries,  fo.  613,  pi.  10, 
is  a  precedent  of  an  action  by  a  master  for  the  beating  of  his  servant,  with 
no  allegation  of  the  loss  of  service,  except  under  the  per  quod.  That  the 
loss  of  service  is  a  material  fact  requiring  to  be  proved,  is  clear.  It  is 
said  in  Mary^s  CasBy  9  Co.  Rep.  113,  « If  ray  servant  be  beat,  the  master 
shall  not  have  an  action  for  this  battery,  unless  the  battery  is  so  great  that 
by  reason  *thereof  he  loses  the  service  of  his  servant ;  but  the  ser-  r^q^ 
\'ant  himself,  for  every  small  battery,  shall  have  an  action  ;  and  the 
reason  of  the  difference  is,  that  the  master  has  not  any  damage  by  the 
personal  beating  of  the  servant,  but  by  reason  of  a  per  quody  viz.  per  quod 
sereUiumy  4r<^.,  amisity  so  that  the  original  act  is  not  the  cause  of  his  action ; 
bat  the  consequent  upon  it,  viz.  the  loss  of  his  service  is  the  cause  of  his 
action ;  for,  be  the  battery  greater  or  less,  if  the  master  doth  not  lose  the 
service  of  his  servant,  he  shall  not  have  an  action. '*  So,  in  the  same  case, 
it  was  said :  «'  For  every  feeding  by  the  cattle  of  a  stranger,  the  commoner 
shall  not  have  an  assise,  nor  an  action  on  the  case,  as  his  case  is,  but  the 
feeding  ought  to  be  such  per  quod  the  comnioner,  &c.,  common  of  pas* 
ture,  &c.,  for  his  cattle,  &c.,  habere  nonpotuUy  sed  proficuum  suum  indcy 
per  totum  id  tetnpuSy  amisity  &c. :  so  that,  if  the  trespass  be  so  small  that 
he  has  not  any  loss,  but  sufficient  in  ample  manner  remains  for  him,  the 
commoner  shall  not  take  them  damage  feasant,  nor  have  any  action  for  it." 
And  a  little  lower  it  is  said :  « In  the  case  at  bar,  the  lord  of  the  soil  shall  have 
an  action  for  trespass  done  in  the  waste  or  common,  as  an  immediate  tres- 
pass to  him,  but  the  commoner  shall  not  have  an  action  but  by  consequence, 
viz.  if  the  trespass  be  such  per  quod  proficuum  communue  sucSy  {re,  amisity 
or  that  he  could  not  have  his  common  in  so  beneficial  a  manner  as  he  had 
before." 

It  has,  indeed,  been  since  considered  that  the  mere  invasion  of  the  com- 
moner's right  may  furnish  a  ground  of  action  against  a  stranger ;  but  still 
the  doctrine  so  laid  down  in  Mary*s  CasBy  is  applicable  to  the  present 
question ;  for,  as  the  court  in  that  case  held  the  action  maintainable,  on 
the  ground  that  it  contained  the  allegation  per  quod  proficuum  communi(2 
nuty  ^c.y  amisity  it  follows  that  they  considered  the  matter  alleged  after  the 
per  quod  to  be  a  sufficient  averment  of  a  material  fact:  see  Hcarne,  125. 
So,  in  case  of  a  nuisance  to  a  highway,  *whereby  the  plaintiff  has  r^go 
received  a  particular  damage,  the  precedents  show  that  the  damage, 
which  is  the  cause  of  action,  may  be  alleged  under  the  per  quody{a)  or 
(what  does  not  seem  materially  to  differ)  under  the  words  ratione  cujuSy 
&c.(6) 

Another  ground  of  objection  urged  for  the  defendant  was,  that  the  count 

(a)  1  Chitty't  PrecedentSi  Ist  edit  pp.  241,  242. 

(b)  'Winch.  Entr.  47.  And  see  Lucoi  v.  NotkeUi,  10  Bingh.  157,  3  Mo.  &  Sc.  6S0,  1  Clark  & 
Tin.  438,  7  Bligh.  N.  S.  140;  Bamfird  v.  CcpUmd,  6  A.  &  E.482,  1  N.  &  P.  671 ;  Camaby  v. 
WUby,  8A.&E.872,  1P.&D.08;  Cowan  y.Braidwood,  1M.&G.882,  2  Scott,  N.R.  138. 
See  alBO  5  M.&  R.  408,  n. 
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was  defective,  in  not  showing  how  the  damage  stated  afier  the  per  quod 
resulted  from  the  holding  of  a  scrutiny,  which,  for  any  thing  that  ap- 
peared, might  have  been  held  after  the  election  was  finished  and  the  re- 
turn made ;  and  if  the  matter  which  follows  the  per  quod  were  to  be  looked 
upon  as  being  matter  of  inference  and  conclusion  only,  it  might  well  be 
urged  that  it  was  an  inference  not  legitimately  drawn  from  the  premises; 
but,  if  it  is  to  be  considered,  as  we  think  it  is,  as  an  averment  of  a  matter 
of  fact,  it  will  be  sufficient  if  the  damage  in  question  might  by  possibility 
have  resulted  from  the  unlawful  act  of  holding  the  scrutiny;  and  it  is 
clearly  possible  that  the  delay  arising  from  the  holding  of  a  scrutiny 
might  have  had  the  effect  of  preventing  the  plaintiff  from  exercising  his 
right  of  voting ;  and,  if  such  were  the  fact,  there  is  no  doubt  the  action 
would  be  maintainable,  the  act  of  the  defendant  being  wrongful,  and 
having  caused  a  particular  damage  to  the  plaintiff. 

As  the  defendant  has  obtained  leave  to  amend  his  pleading  in  relation 
to  the  other  counts,  he  ought  to  have  leave  (if  he  desires  it)  to  withdraw 
his  demurrer  to  this  count,  and  to  plead  it.         Judgment  accordingly.(a) 


•94]  'WALBANK  v.  QUARTERMAN.     May  25. 

The  attorney  who  engages  the  service  of  the  bailiff,  and  not  the  client,  is  the  party  liable  to 
the  bailiff  for  the  fees  usually  allowed  on  taxation  for  the  execution  of  process. 

Debt,  for  work  and  labour  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  servants  for  the  de- 
fendaiit,  at  his  request.     Plea,  never  indebted. 

At  the  trial,  before  Erle,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  the  last 
term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiflf,  who  was  an  officer  of  the  sheriffs  of 
London  only,  sought  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  an  attorney,  the 
amount  of  certain  fees  alleged  to  be  due  to  him  for  executing  warrants 
on  process  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  London  and  Middlesex,  the  warrants 
having  been,  at  the  defendant's  instance,  directed  respectively  to  the 
plaintiff  and  to  one  Hamber,  who  was  an  officer  of  the  sheriflf  of  Middle- 
sex, and  with  whom  it  was  suggested,  but  not  proved,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  in  partnership.  It  being  objected  that,  so  far  as  related  to  the  writs 
directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  Hamber  should  have  sued,  or  at  all 
events  should  have  joined  in  the  action,  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  ulti- 
roately  limited  to  three  guineas,  for  the  execution  of  three  warrants  from 
the  sheriffs  of  London ;  and  for  this  sum  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plain- 
tiff, subject  to  leave  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
or  a  verdict  for  him,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  personally  responsible 
for  these  fees. 

ByleSj  Serjt.,  now  moved  accordingly.  He  submitted  that  the  attorney 
was  not  liable,  but  that  the  action  should  have  been  brought  against  the 
olieiit,  by  analogy  to  the  cases  of  fees  to  messengers  in  bankruptcy,  in  re- 

(a)  See  Pryct  ▼.  Bridhcr,  pott,  vol.  !▼.    Trinity  T.,  1847. 
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spect  of  which  the  petit loning-creditor  is  liable,  and  not  *the  attor-  pq^ 
ney—Hariop  v.  Juckes,  2  M.  &  S.  438,  2  Rose,  B.  C.  263;  (a)  Hart  '■ 
V.  While^  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  376,  and  expenses  of  witnesses — Robins  v. 
Bridgty  3  M.  &  W.  114:  in  which  latter  case.  Lord  Abinger,  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  says :  « It  is  suflScient  for  the  decision  in  this 
case  to  say  that  there  is  no  implied  contract  by  the  attorney  to  pay  the 
witness.  The  attorney  is  known  merely  as  the  agent — the  attorney  of 
the  principal,  and  is  directed  by  the  principal  himself.  The  agent,  acting 
for  and  on  the  part  of  the  principal,  does  not  bind  himself,  unless  he  offers 
to  do  so  by  express  words :  he  does  not  make  himself  liable  for  any  thing, 
unless  it  is  for  those  charges  which  he  is  himself  bound  to  pay,  and  for 
which  he  makes  a  charge.  If,  therefore,  he  employs  a  stationer  to  do 
any  thing  for  which  he  makes  a  charge,  be  is  liable,  as  he  is  for  the  fees 
of  the  officers  of  the  court ;  for,  these  are  ready  money  transactions,  for 
which  the  person  engaged  in  the  business  of  the  court  is  liable ;  for,  it 
cannot  be  presumed  that  the  client  would  authorize  him  to  pledge  his 
credit  in  cases  where  no  credit  is  given.  It  is  known  the  marshal  does 
not  receive  his  fees  from  the  party ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  from  the  attorney, 
who  is  daily  practising  there,  and  who  is  bound  to  pay,  and  not  his  client. 
But,  in  the  case  of  a  witness,  it  is  diflferent ;  he  has  no  course  of  dealing 
with  the  attorney  ;  he  knows  it  is  for  the  party  that  he  is  to  give  his  evi- 
dence ;  his  obligation  is  to  the  party ^  and,  if  he  fails  to  attend,  it  is  to  the 
party's  loss."  [Maule,  J.  The  case  of  a  bailiff  is  much  more  like  that 
of  the  officer  of  the  court,  than  that  of  a  witness.  The  inconvenience 
would  be  prodigious  if  it  were  held  that  the  officer  must  look  to  the  client 
for  his  fees  :  and  there  is  no  inconvenience  in  the  other  course.] 

•TiKDAL,  C.  J.  If  authorities  were  necessary  in  such  a  case  as  p^gg 
this,  enough  are  to  be  found  in  the  books.  In  Townshend  v.  Car^  ^ 
ptnteTy  R.  &  M.  314,  2  C.  &  P.  118,  it  was  expressly  ruled  that  a  sheriff's 
oflScer  employed  *by  an  attorney  to  make  arrests  on  mesne  process  issued 
at  the  suit  of  his  clients,  may  sue  the  attorney  for  the  fees  usually  allowed 
for  such  arrests  on  the  taxation  of  costs  by  the  master,  though  such  fees 
exceed  the  sum  allowed  to  the  sheriff  and  bailiff  by  the  23  H.  6,  c.  10. 
And  this  ruling  was  confirmed  by  the  court  of  King's  Bench  in  Foster  v. 
Blakelock,  5  B.  &  C.  328,  8  D.  &.  R.  48,  where  Abbott,  C.  J.,  said :  « I 
perfectly  agree  with  what  has  been  stated  to  show  that  the  sheriff  cannot 
maintain  an  action  for  fees  beyond  those  which  are  given  by  statute. 
Here,  the  bailiff  could  claim  no  fee  beyond  the  4d.  allowed  by  the  23  H. 
6,  against  the  party  arrested,  but  the  prohibition  extends  to  him  only. 
The  question  is  therefore  open,  whether,  if  an  officer  be  specially  em- 
ployed to  make  an  arrest,  it  may  not  be  presumed  that  the  party  so  em* 
ploying  him  gives  him  to  understand  that  he  will  pay  such  sum  as  the 
court,  upon  the  taxation  of  costs,  is  in  the  habit  of  allowing.  I  think  that 
such  an  understanding  may  very  fairly  be  presumed,    llien,  of  whom 

(«)  But  see  Ex  parte  Hartcpy  13  Vet.  340. 
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is  the  officer  to  receive  this  sum  ?  Undoubtedly  he  may  claim  it  from  the 
attorney  by  whom  he  is  employed,  and  is  not  bound  to  look  to  the  paity 
in  the  cause,  of  whom  he  knows  nothing.'' 

Maule,  J.  It  can  scarcely  need  authorities  to  prove  that  the  attorney 
is  the  party  liable  to  the  officer.  The  case  of  a  witness  is  altogether  dif- 
ferent. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurred.  Rule  refused.(a) 

(a)  See  NewUm  y.  ChamberSt  1  D.  &  L.  809.    But  see  Afayftcrry  t.  Mm^Id,  16  U  Jooxa., 
N.  S.,  Q.  B.  102. 


•97]  »BEARD  v.  EGERTON  and  Othere.    May  27. 

A  patent  granted  io  a  British  suljiject,  in  his  own  name,  for  an  iaventkm  communicated  lo 
him  by  a  foreigner,  the  subject  of  a  state  in  amity  with  this  country,  is  not  void,  although 
such  patent  be  in  truth  taken  out,  and  held  by  the  grantee,  in  trust  for  such  foreigner. 

In  such  case,  the  grantee  is  the  true  and  first  inventor  witlun  this  realm,  within  the  statute 
21  Jac.  1,  c  3. 

In  case  tat  an  alleged  infKngement  of  a  patent  so  granted,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that,  by  an 
agreement  made  in  Fiance,  between  the  original  inventor  and  the  King  of  the  French,  tlie 
former,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,  assigned  the  invention  to  the  French  go- 
vemment,  and  that,  by  virtue  of  thiit  agreement,  and  by  the  laws  of  France,  tlie  inTendon 
became  vested  in  the  King  of  the  French  in  right  of  his  crown,  who  thereby  beoame  en- 
titled, by  the  laws  of  France,  to  vend  and  publish  the  inv«ntioo,  as  weU  in  that  country  m 
in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  in  any  other  country  or  place  where  he  should  think  fit, 
without  any  license  from  the  inventor— concluding,  «  wherefore  the  said  letter»>patem  were 
and  are  void,"  fto-^Tdt/,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  substance,  inasmuch  as  it  contained  no 
denial  of  the  allegation  that  the  patentee  was  the  true  and  first  inventor  within  this  realm, 
which  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  letters-patent,  in  respect  of  the 
granting  theieoC 

Hddf  also,  that  the  circumstance  of  the  original  inventor  having,  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
parted  with  his  interest  in  the  discovery  to  a  person  in  France,  was  no  bar  to  his  right  to 
take  out  a  patent  for  the  same  invention  in  this  country. 

A  furtlier  plea  contained  an  additional  allegation  that  the  King  of  the  French  had  openly 
published  and  made  known  the  invention,  and  the  manner  of  performing  the  same,  to  the 
people  of  Fimnce,  for  &e  use  and  benefit  of  that  people,  and  of  all  other  nations  and  people 
in  the  world,  as  a  Crao  gift  and  benefoction  for  the  benefit  of  all  mankind,  without  bmitatkn 
or  restriction ;  whereby,  according  to  the  laws  of  France,  the  defendants  became  and  were 
entitled  lo  use,  exercise,  and  vend  the  said  invention  in  any  coimtry  or  place,  at  their  free 
will  and  pleasure^  without  the  leave  or  license  or  hindianee  of  the  original  inventN,  kc^ 
— i9Utf,  that  this  plea  afforded  no  answer  to  the  action. 

Hie  title  described  the  patent  to  be  for  «  a  new  or  improved  method  of  obtaining  the  sponta* 
naoos  reproduction  of  aU  the  images  received  in  the  focus  of  the  camera  obecura:** — BdJ, 
that  this  was  sufficiently  precise  and  certain. 

Case,  ibr  the  infringement  of  a  patent.  The  declaration  stated,  that, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  letters-^tent,  and  of  the  com- 
Biitting  of  the  grievances  by  the  defendants,  as  thencinafter  mentioned, 
Miles  Berry  was  the  tme  and  first  inventor  of  the  working  or  making  of  a 
ceitain  manner  of  new  manu&cture  triiKn  this  realm^  to  wit,  a  certain 
Moi  inrention  of  a  *new  or  improTed  method  of  obtaining  the  sponta- 
neous reproduction  of  all  the  images  receiTed  in  the  focas  of  the 
eMoen  obscora,  and  that  such  inTention  others  at  die  time  of  the  making 
of  the  said  letters^patenl  did  not  use ;  that  thereupon  her  majesty  Queen 
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\icloria,  on  the  14th  of  August,  in  the  third  year  of  her  reign,  (1839,)  by 
her  letters-patent,  bearing  date  at  Westminster  the  day  and  year  lastafore- 
fiaid,  under  the  Great  Seal,  &c.,  for  herself,  her  heirs  and  successors,  did 
give  and  grant  unto  Berry,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  her 
especial  license,  &c.,  that  Berry,  his  executors,  &c.,  and  every  of  them, 
by  himself  and  themselves,  or  by  his  and  their  deput}*^  or  deputies,  servants, 
or  agents,  or  such  others  as  Berry,  his  executors,  &.C.,  should  at  any  time 
agree  with,  and  no  others,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter 
during  the  term  of  years  therein  expressed,  should  and  lawfully  might 
make,  use,  exercise,  and  vend  the  said  invention  within  that  part  of  her 
United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called  England,  her  domi« 
nioQ  of  Wales,  and  town  of  Berwick-upon-Tweed,  and  also  in  all  her 
colonies  and  plantations  abroad,  in  such  manner  as  to  Berry,  his  execu- 
tors, &c.,  or  any  of  them,  should,  in  his  or  their  discretion,  seem  meet ; 
and  that  be,  Berry,  his  executors,  &c.,  should  and  lawfully  might  have 
and  enjoy  the  whole  profit,  benefit,  commodity,  and  advantage  from  time 
to  time  coming,  growing,  accruing,  and  arising  by  reason  of  the  said  in- 
vention, for  and  during  the  term  of  years  therein  and  in  that  declaration 
after  mentioned, — to  have,  hold,  exercise,  and  enjoy  the  said  license,  &c., 
tliereinbefore  granted,  unto  Berry,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  and  during  and 
unto  the  full  end  and  term  of  fourteen  years  from  the  date  of  the  said 
letters-patent,  &c.,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided :  and,  to  the  end  that  he,  Berry,  his  executors,  &c.,  and  every  of 
them,  might  have  and  enjoy  *the  full  benefit  and  the  sole  use  and     r^gg 
exercise  of  the  said  invention,  according  to  her  gracious  intention 
thereinbefore  declared,  her  said  majesty  did  by  the  said  letters-patent, 
for  herself,  her  heirs  and  successors,  require  and  strictly  command  all  and 
every  person  and  persons,  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  and  all  other  her 
subjects  whatsoever,  of  what  estate,  quality,  degree,  name,  or  condition 
soever  they  might  be  within  the  said  pirt  of  her  United  Kingdom,  &c., 
that  neither  they  nor  any  of  them,  at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of 
the  said  term  of  fourteen  years  thereby  granted,  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, should  make,  use,  or  put  in  practice  the  said  invention,  or  any 
part  of  the  same,  so  attained  unto  by  Berry  as  aforesaid,  or  in  any  wise 
counterfeit,  imitate,  or  resemble  the  same,  or  should  make  or  cause  to  be 
made  any  addition  thereunto  or  subtraction  from  the  same,  whereby  to  pre- 
tend himself  or  themselves  the  inventor  or  inventors,  devisor  or  devisors 
thereof,  without  the  license,  consent,  or  agreement  of  Berry,  his  executors, 
&c.,  in  writing  under  his  or  their  hands  and  seals,  first  had  and  obtained 
in  that  behalf,  upon  such  pains  and  penalties  as  could  or  might  be  justly 
inflicted  on  such  offenders  for  their  contempt  of  that  her  royal  command ; 
and  further  to  be  answerable  to  Berry,  his  executors,  &c.,  according  to  law, 
for  his  and  their  damages  thereby  occasioned :  that  the  said  letters-patent 
were,  amongst  others,  upon  this  express  condition,  that,  if  Berry  should 
not  particularly  describe  and  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  said  inventionK 
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and  in  i^'hat  manner  the  same  was  to  be  performed,  by  an  instrument  in 
writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  and  cause  the  same  to  be  enrolled  in  her 
said  majesty's  high  court  of  Chancery,  within  six  calendar  months  next 
and  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent,  then  the  said 
letters-patent,  and  all  liberties  and  advantages  whatsoever  thereby  granted, 
*1001     ^^^**^^  utterly  cease,  determine,  *and  become  void,  any  thing 

thereinbefore  contained  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notv^ath- 
standing ;  as  by  the  record  of  the  said  letters-patent,  remaining  enrolled 
of  record  in  h'^r  said  majesty's  high  court  of  Chancery,  reference  being 
thereunto  had,  would  more  fully  and  at  large  appear.  Averment— 
that  Berry  did  afterwards,  and  within  six  calendar  months  next  and 
immediately  after  the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent,  by  an  instrument 
in  writing,  to  wit,  a  specification,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  particularly 
describe  and  ascertain  the  nature  of  his  said  invention,  and  in  what 
manner  the  same  was  to  be  performed ;  and  did  afterwards,  and  within 
six  months  next  and  immediately  after  the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent, 
to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  February,  in  the  said  third  year  of  the  reign  of  her 
said  majesty,  (1840,)  cause  the  said  instrument  in  writing  to  be  enrolled 
in  her  said  majesty's  high  court  of  Chancery ;  as  by  the  record  of  the  said 
specification,  remaining  enrolled  of  record,  reference  being  thereunto  had, 
fully  appeared.  The  declaration  then  alleged  an  assignment  by  Berry 
of  all  his  interest  in  the  patent  to  the  plaintiff,  by  indenture  of  the  23d  of 
June,  1841 ;  that  the  plainlifT  thereby  then  became  and  was,  and  thence 
had  been,  entitled  to  the  said  privileges,  authorities,  benefit,  profits,  and 
advantages  of  the  said  letters-patent.  Breach — ^that  the  defendants,  well 
knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving,  &c.,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
letters-patent,  and  after  the  enrolment  of  the  said  specification  and  the 
making  of  the  said  indenture  as  aforesaid,  and  within  the  said  term  of 
fourteen  years  in  the  said  letters-patent  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  24th 
of  June,  1841,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  within  that  part  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called  England,  wrongfully,  unlawfully 
and  unjustly,  without  the  leave  or  license,  and  againstthe  willof  the  plain- 
tiff, did  makey  usCj  exercisBy  and  vend  the  said  invention^  to  the  benefit, 
♦ion     '^^®'  *"^  enjoyment  whereof  *the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  so 

entitled  as  aforesaid,  in  breach  of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  of 
the  privileges  to  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  entitled  as  afore- 
said ;  and  that  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  further 
contriving,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  without  the  leave,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff,  did  put  in 
practice  the  said  invention^  &c.;  and  that  the  defendants,  well  knowing 
the  premises,  but  further  contriving,  &c.,  on,  &c.;  without  the  leave,  &c. 
of  the  plaintiff,  did  make^  use^  and  put  in  practice  a  part  of  the  stxid  inven- 
tian^  &c.;  and  that  the  defendants  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  further 
contriving,  &c.,  on,  &c.,  did  imitate  the  said  invention^  &c.;  and  that  the 
defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  further  contriving,  See.,  on, 
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&c.,  did  make  certain  additions  to^  and  subtractions  from^  the  said  invention j 
to  the  benefit,  use,  and  enjoyment  whereof  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was 
so  entitled  as  aforesaid/  an/j'nlid  thereby  pretend  themselves  to  be  the  in- 
ventors and  devisors  therepf,  jn, breach  of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  of 
the  privileges  to  which  the  plaiiiHS^had  been  and  was  so  entitled  as  afore- 
said :  that,  by  means  of  the  conlEoittiiig^  of  the  said  several  grievances  by 
the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  the  plainufl^b^  been  and  was  greatly  injured, 

•  •  •      ^ 

and  had  lost  and  been  deprived  of  drvap'^eat  gains  and  profits  which 
be  might  and  otherwise  would  have  derived  from  the  said  invention  and 
letters-patent,  and  in  respect  whereof  he  had*l^eea*iLnd  was  entitled  to 
such  privileges  as  aforesaid,  and  had  been  and' Air}iS.*' otherwise  damni- 
fied, &c.  •":.•: 

Fifth  pica — that,  long  before  the  making  of  the  lettef$^-p$teDt  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  January,  ]839,VnerBtiguerre 
bad  iuvented  the  said  new  or  improved  method  of  obtaining  tlie  sponta- 
neous reproduction  of  all  the  images  received  in  the  focus  of  the  camera 
obscura,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  the  said  Daguerre  and  one 
Niepce,  before  the  making  of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  at  the  time  of 
^heir  employing  the  said  Miles  Berry,  and  communicating  the  said  r»i  qo 
invention  to  him  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  from  thence  until 
and  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  letters-patent,  had  knowledge  of  the 
said  invention,  and  of  the  nature  thereof,  and  in  what  manner  the  same 
was  to  be  performed,  and  used,  exercised,  and  practised  the  same  in  a 
certain  foreign  country,  to  wit,  the  kingdom  of  France ;  that  Daguerre  and 
Niepce  were  and  are  aliens,  born  in  foreign  parts,  out  of  the  allegiance 
of  our  lady  the  queen,  and  within  the  allegiance  of  a  foreign  state,  to  wit, 
the  said  kingdom  of  France,  and  were,  at  and  during  all  the  times  afore* 
said,  resident  and  domiciled  in  the  last- mentioned  kingdom ;  that  they, 
being  so  resident  and  domiciled  as  aforesaid,  and  such  aliens  as  aforesaid, 
and  so  using  and  practising  the  said  invention  as  aforesaid,  before  the 
making  of  the  said  letters- patent,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  June,  1839, 
retained  and  employed  Berry  as  their  agent  to  procure  such  letters-patent 
as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  be  granted  by  our  lady  the  queen  to 
him.  Berry,  in  his  own  name,  but  upon  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
Daguerre  and  Niepce,  and  not  of  Berry ;  that  Berry  then  accepted  of  such 
retainer  and  employment,  and,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  obtain  the  letters- 
patent  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  Daguerre  and  Niepce,  before  the  making 
'  of  the  letters-patent,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  last  aforesaid,  communicated  to 
Berry  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  said  invention,  and  in  what  man- 
ner the  same  was  to  be  performed,  and  he  then  and  thereby,  and  by  no 
other  means,  first  became  and  was  possessed  of  the  knowledge  thereof; 
that  thereupon,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  last  aforesaid.  Berry  brought  and  intro- 
duced the  knowledge  of  the  said  invention,  and  of  the  manner  of  perform- 
ing the  same,  into  the  said  United  Kingdom,  and  was  the  first  person  who 
had  received  or  brought  in  or  into  the  said  United  Kingdom  the  knowledge 
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of  the  said  invention,  and  of  the  manner  of  performing  the  same ;  that 
*1031  ^^^^T  ^*^s  no  otherwise  the  true  an|l  firgt  inventor  of  the  said 
invention,  than  by  having  such  comfb\ntcation  made  to  him  as 
aforesaid,  and  by  so  becoming  possessor}  e{*the  knowledge  of  the  said 
invention  as  aforesaid,  and  by  his  beiogl]}*^  first  person  in  the  said  United 
Kingdom  who  acquired  or  brou&^ht*ip*dr  into  the  same,  the  knowledge  of 
the  said  invention,  and  of  th^  4A;'B^r  of  performing  the  same  as  afore- 
said ;  that  the  said  invention  l^nring  been  so  communicated  to  him  as 
aforesaid,  Berry,  being  a'-jubject  of  the  queen,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  in  the'jl^claltition  first  mentioned,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
retainer  and  em^i^hfment,  and  as  such  agent  of  Daguerre  and  Niepce  as 
aforesaid,  obta^d'and  procured  the  letters-patent  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned to\1^*<granted  to  him  as  therein  mentioned,  upon  trust  for  the 
use  and  l^ejie'fit  of  Daguerre  and  Niepce,  so  then  being  such  aliens  and 
resident  and  domiciled  as  aforesaid,  and  not  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  him. 
Berry ;  that,  until  the  making  of  the  indenture  of  assignment  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  he.  Berry,  always  held  the  said  letters-patent  in  trust  for 
the  use  and  benefit  of  Daguerre  and  Niepce,  so  being  such  aliens  and 
domiciled  as  aforesaid,  and  no  otherwise;  and  that  therefore  the  said 
letters-patent  were  and  are  void — verification. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  assigning  for  causes — that  the  plea 
neither  traversed,  nor  confessed  and  avoided,  any  material  allegation  in 
the  declaration — that  it  confessed,  without  avoiding,  the  causes  of  action 
in  the  declaration,  inasmuch  as  it  expressly  admitted  that  the  invention 
was  new  within  this  realm,  and  Berry  the  true  and  first  inventor  thereof, 
within  the  statute,  and  impliedly  that  all  the  other  allegations  of  the 
declaration  were  true  and  sufficient,  and  yet  did  not  allege  any  matter  or 
thing  in  avoidance  of  the  allegations  and  causes  of  action  in  the  declara« 

•1041  ^^^^ — ^^^*  '^  ^^  argumentative,  in  this,  that  it  was  an  •argumen- 
tative denial  of  the  novelty  of  the  invention  within  this  realm,  or 
that  Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inventor  within  the  statute,  or  of  both 
those  propositions — that  it  was  double,  in  this,  that  it  attempted  in  and  by 
one  and  the  same  plea  to  put  in  issue  two  material  facts,  to  wit,  that  the 
invention  was  new  within  this  realm,  and  that  Berry  was  the  true  and 
first  inventor  thereof  within  this  realm,  within  the  statute — ^that  it  was 
tricky,  ambiguous,  double,  multifarious,  and  uncertain,  in  this,  that  it  no- 
where in  or  by  the  plea  appeared  whether  it  was  intended  for  an  argumen- 
tative denial  of  both  or  of  one  or  other,  and,  if  of  one  only,  of  which  of 
the  material  facts  above  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  of  the  novelty  of  the 
invention  within  the  realm,  and  that  Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inventor 
thereof  within  this  realm,  or  whether  it  was  intended  to  avoid  the  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration  alleged,  and  by  the  plea  confessed  and  ad- 
mitted, on  the  ground  that  such  letters-patent  as  in  the  declaration  alleged 
could  not  be  held  in  trust  at  all,  or  that  they  could  not  be  taken  out  or 
held  in  trust  for  an  alien,  or  on  some  other  and  what  ground,  and  also 
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that  the  plea  tended  to  an  imtnatertal  issue^  inasmuch  as,  if  the  invention 
was  new  within  the  realm,  and  Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inventor 
within  this  realm,  then  it  was  wholly  immaterial  whether,  when,  how,  to 
what  extent,  and  by  whom  the  same  was  or  might  have  been  invented, 
discovered,  or  made  known  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  or  whether,  in  what 
manner,  to  what  extent,  and  upon  what  terms  and  conditions,  if  any, 
such  invention  or  discovery  might  by  the  inventor,  or  any  other  person, 
have  been  communicated  to  Berry — that  the  plea,  being  substantially  a 
traverse,  ought  to  have  concluded  to  the  country,  and  not  with  a  verifi- 
cation— that  it  did  not  appear  in  or  by  the  plea,  nor  was  it  possible  with 
sufficient  or  any  certaiuty  to  infer  or  collect  therefrom,  whether  it  was 
'intended  therein  and  thereby  to  deny  some  material  allegation  of  r*2 A5 
the  declaration,  and,  if  any,  what,  or  whether  it  was  intended  to  al- 
lege new  matter  in  avoidance  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  stated 
and  alleged,  and,  if  so,  what  new  matter,  or  whether  it  was  intended  to  raise 
a  question  of  fact  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  and,  if  so,  what  question,  or  a  ques- 
tion of  law  to  be  determined  by  the  court,  and,  if  so,  what  question,  &c. 

Joinder. 

Sixth  plea — that  Daguerre  having  invented  the  invention  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  and  Daguerre  and  Niepce  having  knowledge  of  the  said 
invention,  and  of  the  nature  thereof,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to 
be  performed,  and  having  used,  exercised,  and  practised  the  same  in 
France,  as  in  the  fifth  plea  mentioned,  they,  Daguerre  and  Niepce,  after- 
wards, and  before  the  making  of  the  said  letters-patent,  to  wit,  on  the  1st 
of  June,  1839,  retained  and  employed  Berry  as  their  agent,  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  on  the  terms,  in  the  fifth  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned ;  that 
Berry  then  accepted  of  such  retainer  and  employment ;  that,  in  order  to 
eaabi'^  him  to  obtain  the  letters-patent  as  such  agent,  they,  Daguerre  and 
Niepr^y  before  the  making  of  the  said  letters- patent,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  com- 
mun>'  ated  to  Berry  the  nature  of  the  invention,  and  in  what  manner  the 
sao^  was  to  be  performed,  and  he  then  and  thereby,  and  by  no  other 
me^^a,  first  became  and  was  possessed  of  the  knowledge  thereof;  that 
Be^-ry  y^2LS  the  true  and  first  inventor  of  the  invention  mentioned  in  the 
d^iaration,  in  the  way  and  sense,  and  by  the  means  mentioned  and 
esplained  in  the  fifth  plea,  and  not  in  or  by  any  other  way,  sense,  or  means 
whatsoever ;  that  Berry,  being  a  subject  of  the  qui*en,  afterwards,  to  wit, 
im  the  day  and  year  in  the  declaration  first  mentioned,  in  pursuance  of 
his  said  retainer  and  employment,  and  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  obtained 
and  procured  the  said  ^letters-patent  to  be  granted  to  him  as  in     r»tQg 
the  declaration  mentioned,  on  such  trust  as  in  the  fifth  plea  men- 
tioned, and,  until  the  making  of  the  indenture  of  assignment  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  always  held  the  said  letters  patent  on  such  trust  as 
aforesaid ;  that,  before  Berry  applied  for  or  obtained  the  said  letters-patent, 
and  while  Daguerre  and  Niepce  had  such  knowledge  o^  the  invention  and 
of  the  manner  of  performing  the  sanui  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of 
VOL.  m.  10  G 
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June,  I839y  by  a  certain  agreement  duly  made  in  France,  between  M 
Duchatel,  the  secretary  of  state  of  Louis  Philippe,  then  King  of  the  French, 
for  the  home  department  of  France,  duly  authorized  in  that  behalf,  of  the 
one  part,  and  Daguerre  and  Niepce,  then  being  subjects  of  that  kingdom, 
and  resident  therein,  of  the  other  part,  Daguerre  and  Niepce  assigned  and 
made  over  to  the  said  secretary  of  state,  on  behalf  of  the  said  government,  a 
certain  process  of  one  M.  Niepce,  sen.,  with  its  improvements  by  Daguerre, 
and  also  the  last  process  of  Daguerre,  for  fixing  the  images  of  the  camera 
obscura,  including  therein  the  invention  in  the  said  letters-patent  men- 
tioned, and  thereby  bound  themselves  to  place  in  the  hands  of  the  minis- 
ter of  the  home  department  of  the  said  government  a  sealed  packet  con- 
taining the  exact  and  complete  history  and  description  of  the  said  process, 
including  the  said  invention :  and  it  was  thereby  agreed  that  M.  Arago,  a 
member  of  the  French  chamber  of  deputies,  and  of  the  Academy  of 
Sciences,  who  then  already  had  knowledge  of  the  said  process,  should 
previously  verify  all  the  writings  in  the  said  deposit,  and  should  certify 
their  correctness ;  that  the  deposit  should  not  be  opened,  nor  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  process  given  to  the  public,  t'dl  after  the  adoption  of  the  bill 
therein  mentioned,  and  then  Daguerre  should,  if  required,  operate  in  the 
presence  of  a  commission  named  by  the  said  secretary  of  state ;  and  by 
*1071     ^^^  ^^^^  ^agreement  Daguerre  made  over  in  addition,  and  engaged 
to  give  in  like  manner  information  in,  the  process  of  painting  and 
optic  which  distinguished  his  invention  of  the  diorama ;  and  it  was  thereby 
agreed  that  he  should  be  bound  to  pubUsh  all  the  improvements  which, 
from  time  to  time,  he  might  make  in  each  and  all  of  the  said  inventions ; 
and,  as  the  price  of  the  rights  so  given  up  as  aforesaid,  the  said  minister 
for  the  home  department  of  the  said  government  thereby  engaged  to  demand 
from  the  chamber  of  peers  and  of  deputies,  being  two  of  the  legislative 
bodies  of  the  said  kingdom  of  France,  for  Daguerre  an  annual  pension 
for  life  of  6000/^rancs,  and  for  Niepce  an  annual  pension  for  life  of  4000 
francs ;  and  they,  Daguerre  and  Niepce  respectively  thereby  agreed  to 
accept  such  pensions  respectively ;  and  it  was  thereby  further  agreed,  that, 
in  case  the  said  chambers  should  not  pass,  during  the  then  present  session, 
the  bill  granting  the  said  pensions,  that  agreement  should  become  null  and 
void ;  and  the  said  deposits  should  be  returned  to  Daguerre  and  Niepce 
unopened ;  and  that  that  agreement  should  be  registered  on  payment  of 
one  franc:  that,  by  virtue  of  that  agreement,  and  of  the  laws  of  France, 
the  invention  in  the  declaration  mentioned  then  became  and  was  the  pro- 
perty of  Loiiis  Philippe,  so  then  being  King  of  the  French  as  aforesaid,  in 
right  of  his  crown,  subject,  however,  to  the  said  provision  for  making  void 
the  said  agreement  in  that  behalf  above  mentioned,  and  remained  and 
continued  the  property  of  the  said  Louis  Philippe,  in  right  of  his  crown, 
until  and  at  and  after  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  letters-patent  in  the 
declaration  mentioned ;  that,  afier  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  and 
in  pursuance  thereof,  and  before  the  granting  of  the  letters-patent,  to  wit, 
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on  the  15th  of  June  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the  said  secretary  of  state  of 
the  said  government  did  demand  from  the  said  chambers  of  peers  and 
deputies  the  pensions  for  *Daguerre  and  Niepce  mentioned  in  the  r»ino 
said  agreement  in  that  behalf,  and  presented  a  bill  to  the  said 
chamber  of  deputies  for  approving  the  said  agreement,  and  granting  the 
said  pensions  to  Daguerre  and  Niepce  according  to  the  said  agreement ; 
and  that  such  bill,  approving  the  said  agreement,  and  granting  the  said 
pensions,  afterwards,  and  during  the  said  session  of  the  said  chambers 
mentioned  in  the  said  agreement,  and  before  the  granting  of  the  said 
letters-patent,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  of  August,  1839,  duly  passed  the  said 
chambers  of  peers  and  deputies,  and  received  the  assent  of  Louis  Philippe, 
then  King  of  the  French,  and  then  and  thereby  became  and  was,  and 
still  remained,  a  law  of  the  said  kingdom  of  France ;  that,  by  reason  of 
the  premises,  the  said  King  of  the  French,  upon  the  passing  of  the  said 
bill  into  a  law,  as  aforesaid,  became  and  was,  and  thence  continually  had 
been  and  was,  entitled  by  the  laws  of  his  said  kingdom,  by  himself  and 
his  agents,  and  his  subjects  of  the  said  kingdom,  to  use,  exercise,  vend, 
and  publish  the  said  invention,  as  well  in  the  said  kingdom  of  France,  as 
in  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  in  any  other 
country  or  place  where  the  said  king  should  think  proper  to  permit  or 
authorize  the  same,  without  hindrance  or  molestation  by,  or  license  from 
Daguerre  and  Niepce,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  of  their  agents,  or  the 
assigns  of  them  or  their  agents ;  wherefore  the  said  letters-patent  had 
been  and  were  void,  and  of  no  eflect — verification. 

Demurrer  to  the  sixth  plea,  assigning  causes  substantially  the  same  as 
fiiose  assigned  in  the  demurrer  to  the  fifth  plea.    Joinder. 

Seventh  plea — that  Daguerre  having  invented  the  said  invention,  and 
having,  together  with  Niepce,  had  knowledge  thereof,  and  of  the  manner 
of  performing  the  same,  and  having  exercised  and  practised  the  same  in 
manner  and  form  as  in  the  fifth  plea  mentioned,  and  *Berry  having  r*ioQ 
been  so  retained  and  employed,  and  having  accepted  such  retainer 
and  employment,  as  in  that  plea  mentioned,  and  Berry  having  first  become 
possessed  of  the  knowledge  of  the  said  invention,  as  in  that  plea  men- 
tioned, and  being  such  true  and  first  inventor  only  as  in  that  plea  men- 
tioned and  explained,  he.  Berry,  also  as  such  agent,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  in  the  declaration  first  mentioned,  in  pursuance  of  his 
said  employment,  obtained  and  procured  the  said  letters-patent  to  be 
granted  to  him  in  trust,  and  held  the  same  in  trust,  in  manner  and  form 
as  in  the  fifth  plea  mentioned ;  that,  before  Berry  applied  for  or  obtained 
the  said  letters-patent,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  in  the  said  sixth  plea 
in  that  behalf  mentioned,  the  said  agreement  and  assignment  therein  men- 
tioned was  made  in  France,  between  the  said  M.  Duchatel,  the  said  secre- 
tary of  state  of  the  said  King  of  the  French,  duly  authorized  in  that 
behalf,  and  Daguerre  and  Niepce,  so  then  being  subjects  of  that  kingdom 
And  resident  therein,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  sixth  plea  men 
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tionctl ;  that  by  virtue  of  such  agreement  and  of  the  laws  of  the  said 
kingdom  of  France,  the  invention  in  the  declaration  mentioned  thereupon 
then  became  and  was  the  property  of  the  said  King  of  the  French,  in  right 
of  his  crown,  subject  to  the  said  provision  for  making  void  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  remained  and  continued  the  property  of  the  said  King  of  the 
French,  in  right  of  his  crown,  until  and  at  the  several  times  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  said  letters-patent,  and  of  the  publication  and  dedication  of  the 
said  invention  hereinafter  mentioned ;  that  the  said  secretary  of  state  of 
the  said  King  of  the  French  having  demanded  the  said  pensions,  and  pre- 
sented the  said  bill  to  the  said  chamber  of  deputies,  and  the  said  bill  hav- 
ing passed  the  said  chambers  of  peers  and  deputies,  and  received  the 
assent  of  the  said  King  of  the  French,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said 
sixth  plea  alleged,  the  said  bill  thereupon  then  became  and  was,  and  still 

*1101     ''^^^i'^^^'  ^  '^^  ^^  ^^  *sBid  kingdom  of  France:  and,  by  reason 
of  the  premises,  the  said  King  of  the  French,  by  the  laws  of  the 
said  kingdom,  upon  the  passing  of  the  said  bill  into  a  law,  became  and 
was  entitled,  in  right  of  his  crown,  to  publish,  bestow,  and  dedicate  the 
said  invention,  and  the  right  of  using,  practising,  and  vending  the  same, 
and  to  grant  such  license,  permission,  and  authority  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned to  have  been  done  by  him,  and  so  remained  and  continued  until 
and  at  the  several  times  thereinafter  mentioned  ;  that  the  said  King  of  the 
French  being  so  possessed  of  the  said  invention,  and  so  entitled  as  afore- 
said, he  the  said  king,  in  right  of  his  crown,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
agreement  and  assignment,  and  the  passing  of  the  said  bill  into  a  law  as 
aforesaid,  and  long  before  the  making  of  the  said  assignment  from  Berry 
to  the  pldintiflf,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  August,  1839,  in  the  said  kingdom 
of  France,  openly  published  and  made  known  the  said  invention,  and  the 
manner  of  performing  the  same,  to  the  people  of  France,  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  that  people,  and  of  all  other  nations  and  people  in  the  world, 
and  openly  and  publicly  bestowed  and  dedicated  the  said  invention,  and 
the  right  of  using,  practising,  and  vending  the  same,  as  a  free  gift  and 
benefaction  upon,  to,  and  for  the  use  of  all  mankind,  without  limitation  or 
restriction,  and  gave,  published,  and  granted  his  full  and  free  and  royal 
icense,  permission,  and  authority,  to  all  persons  whatsoever,  in  any  nation, 
to  use,  practise,  and  vend  the  saii  invention  at  their  free  will  and  plea- 
sure ;  whereby,  according  to  the  laws  of  France,  the  defendants  then 
became  and  were,  and  ever  since  had,  been,  entitled  to  use,  exercise,  and 
vend  the  said  invention  in  any  country  or  place,  at  their  free  will  and  plea- 
sure, without  the  leave  or  license  or  hindrance  of  Daguerre  and  Niepce, 
or  either  of  them,  or  of  any  of  their  agents,  or  any  of  the  assigns  of  them 
*1 1 1 1     ^^  ^^^^^  agents ;  wherefore,  the  defendants,  at  the  said  *times  when, 
&c.,  committed  the  supposed  grievances  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, as  they  lawfully  might  for  the  causes  aforesaid — verification. 

Demurrer  to  the  seventh  plea,  assigning  causes  substantially  the  same 
as  those  assigned  in  the  demurrer  to  the  fifth  plea.    Joinder. 
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Tenth  p]ea — that  the  title  and  description  of  the  invention  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  was  and  is  expressed  in  the  said  letters-patent  in  th^ 
words  following,  and  in  no  other  manner ;  (that  is  to  say,)  «  A  new  or 
improved  method  of  obtaining  the  spontaneous  reproduction  of  all  the 
images  received  in  the  focus  of  the  camera  obscura ;"  and  that  thereibie 
the  said  letters-patent  had  been  and  were  void  in  law — ^verification. 

Demurrer  to  the  tenth  plea,  assigning  for  causes — ^that  it  neither  traversed 
nor  confessed  and  avoided  any  material  allegation  in  the  declaration — 
that  it  confessed  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  alleged,  and  every 
part  thereof,  without  in  any  way  avoiding  the  same,  or  alleging  any  mat- 
ter or  thing  whatsoever  in  excuse,  justification,  or  discharge  of  the  acts 
and  grievances  in  the  declaration  alleged,  and  in  and  by  that  plea  admitted 
to  have  been  committed  by  the  defendants — that  it  was  insufficient,  in 
this,  to  wit,  that  it  was  an  argumentative  denial  that  the  invention  was 
the  subject-matter  of  letters-patent — that  it  nowhere  appeared  in  or  by 
that  plea,  nor  could  it  be  inferred  therefrom  with  sufficient  or  any  cer- 
tainty, what  was  the  invention  for  which  the  said  letters-patent  were 
granted — that  it  was  circuitous  and  argumentative,  in  this,  to  wit,  that  if 
it  at  all  answered  the  matters  in  the  declaration  contained  and  alleged,  it 
did  so  by  a  circuitous  and  argumentative  denial  of  the  sufficiency  of  the 
specification  in  the  declaration  alleged  to  have  been  enrolled,  and  of  Ber- 
ry's compliance  with  the  proviso  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  letters-patent 
contained — that,  being  virtually  a  traverse,  *the  plea  ought  to     rviio 
have  concluded  to  the  country,  and  not  with  a  verification — ^that  it 
tended  to  an  immaterial  issue,  neither  traversing  any  material  allegation 
of  the  declaration,  nor  stating  any  fact  upon  which  a  material  traverse 
could  be  taken — that  it  was  double,  uncertain,  dubious,  and  ambiguous, 
and  also  argumentative  and  circuitous,  and  tended  to  delay  the  issue,  in 
tiiat  it  did  not  in  any  wise  thereby  or  therefirom  appear  whether  it  was 
mtended  therein  and  thereby  to  deny  the  sufficiency  of  the  specification 
in  the  declaration  alleged  to  have  been  enrolled,  and  of  Berry's  compli- 
ance with  the  proviso  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  letters-patent  contained, 
or  to  deny  the  correspondency  of  the  tide  and  the  invention  thereby  and 
thereunder  described,  claimed,  and  granted,  with  the  said  specification 
and  the  invention  therein  and  thereby  described  and  claimed,  or  to  deny 
both  of  the  last- mentioned  propositions,  or  to  allege  or  deny  some  other, 
and,  if  so,  what  matter  or  thing ;  and  that,  if  it  was  intended  in  and  by 
that  plea  to  deny  either  of  the  two  Istst-mentioned  propositions,  then  such 
denial  should  have  been  made  by  an  appropriate  traverse,  concluding  to 
the  country,  and  whereupon  issue  might  have  been  taken — ^that,  if  it  was 
intended  in  and  by  the  plea  to  deny  both  of  the  two  last-mentioned  prc^- 
positions,  then  it  was  double,  as  offering  two  several  answers  to  the  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration  alleged — that  it  was  uncertain,  dubious,  and 
anbigoous,  in  this,  moreover,  that  it  did  not  in  or  by  1^  plea  appear,  nor 
was  it  possible  with  sufficient  or  any  certainty  to  infer  or  collect  therefrom, 
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whether  it  was  intended  therein  or  thereby  to  deny  some  material  allega- 
tion of  the  declaration,  and,  if  any,  what,  or  whether  it  was  intended  to 
allege  new  matter  in  avoidance  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration 
stated,  and,  if  so,  what  new  matter,  or  whether  it  was  intended  to  raise  a 
*11^1  9^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  tried  by  a  jury,  and,  if  so,  what  'question, 
or  a  question  of  law  to  be  determined  by  the  court,  and,  if  so, 
what  question,  &c.    Joinder. 

The  demurrers  came  on  for  argument  in  Easter  term  last. 

Sir  T.  WUde^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  were  Ogle  and  Webster^)  in  support  of 
the  demurrers.     The  fifth  plea  in  substance  states  that  one  Daguerre  was 
the  true  and  first  inventor  of  the  invention  the  infringement  of  which  is 
complained  of,  that  he  and  one  Niepce  used,  exercised,  and  practised  the 
same  in  a  foreign  country,  to  wit,  in  France,  that  Daguerre  and  Niepce 
were  aliens  bom  and  resident  in  France,  that  they  employed  Berry,  as 
their  agent,  to  procure  the  letters-patent  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
that,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  obtain  the  letters-patent,  Daguerre  and 
Niepce  communicated  to  Berry  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  invention 
and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  performed,  that  Berry  was  no 
otherwise  the  true  and  first  inventor  than  by  having  such  communication 
made  to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  by  his  being  the  first  person  in  the  United 
Sjngdom  who  acquired  or  brought  in  or  into  the  same  the  knowledge  of 
the  said  invention  and  the  manner  of  perfi)rming  the  same,  and  that  Berry 
obtained  the  letters-patent  and  held  the  same  in  trust  for  Daguerre  and 
Niepce,  so  being  such  aliens,  and  not  for  his  own  use  or  benefit.     The 
plea  is  a  mere  argumentative  traverse  of  the  allegation  that  Berry  was  the 
true  and  first  inventor,  which  is  a  material  and  indispensable  allegation. 
[EIble,  J.     The  first  introducer  of  a  new  manufacture  into  the  kingdom, 
is  an  inventor  within  the  statute  of  James.     The  question  is,  whether  an 
alien  is  within  the  rule.]    According  to  the  special  circumstances,  an  in- 
troducer may  or  may  not  be  an  inventor  within  the  statute.     The  plea  is 
open  to  the  same  Remark,  in  so  far  as  it  is  designed  to  raise  the  question 
of  novelty.    Another  defence  intended  to  be  presented  by  this  plea  is, 
*1141    ^^^  ^  ^patent  cannot  be  obtained  by  one  person  in  trust  for 
another.    A  further  defence  presented  is,  that  it  cannot  be  obtained 
in  trust  for  an  alien.     Each  of  these  might  and  ought  to  have  formed  the 
subject  of  a  distinct  plea,  each  raising  a  separate  and  distinct  defence, 
and  not  being  a  mere  combination  of  facts  together  amounting  to  one 
single  defence.     The  plea,  therefore,  is  argumentative  and  multiiarious : 
and,  as  it  traverses  matter  alleged  in  the  declaration  or  necessarily  im- 
plied, and  introduces  no  new  matter,  it  should  have  concluded  to  the 
country,  and  not  with  a  verification.     There  is  no  authority  for  saying  that 
a  patent  may  not  be  held  in  trust :  and  the  circumstance  of  the  cestui  q^ 
trust  being  an  alien  can  make  no  difierence.     The  point  whether  a  patent 
was  absolutely  void  by  reason  of  its  being  held  in  trust  for  an  alien  memjff 
was  raised  at  nisi  prius  in  the  case  of  Bloxam  v.  Ekeey  1  C.  &  P.  6689 
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R.  &  M.  187,  and  reserved  by  Abbott,  C.  J. ;  but  the  decision  of  the 
court  uhiinately  turned  upon  another  point.(a)  In  the  case  of  an  alien 
enemj,  the  law  intercepts  his  remedy  pending  hostilities,  or,  it  may  be, 
avoids  the  contract :  but  the  like  disability  does  not  attach  to  the  subjects 
of  a  foreign  state  in  amity  with  this  country.  [Cresswell,  J.  The 
crown  may  grant  a  license  to  an  alien  to  hold  lands.(i)]  A  very  large 
proportion  of  the  inventions  for  which  patents  are  'obtained  in  r«.  ^  ^ 
this  country,  are  brought  to  perfection  by  means  of  the  capital  of 
third  persons.  Neither  the  interest  of  the  public,  nor  any  principle  of  com- 
mon law  or  decided  case,  is  at  all  opposed  to  the  vesting  of  an  interest  in  a 
patent  in  trust  for  a  third  person,  even  thougli  an  alien.  Some  of  the  most 
valuable  patent  rights  now  in  existence  are  the  property  of  Americans.  The 
circumstance  of  the  invention  being  well  known  and  in  common  use  in  a 
foreign  country,  is  no  bar  to  the  validity  of  a  patent  here :  the  man  who 
first  makes  it  known  within  this  realm  is  the  true  and  first  inventor  within 
the  statute  of  James.  In  Edgeberry  v.  Stephens^  2  Salk.  447,  it  was  agreed 
by  Holt,  C.  J.,  and  Pollexfen,  J.,  that  «  a  grant  of  a  monopoly  may  be 
to  the  first  inventor  by  the  2  Jac.  1 ;  and,  if  the  invention  be  new  in  Eng- 
land, a  patent  may  be  granted,  though  the  thing  was  practised  beyond 
sea  before  ;  for,  the  statute  speaks  of  new  manufactures  within  this  realm; 
so  that,  if  they  be  new  here,  it  is  within  the  statute ;  for,  the  act  intended 
to  encourage  new  devices  useful  to  the  kingdom,  and  whether  learned  by 
travel  or  by  study,  it  is  the  same  thing."  The  invention  which  was  the 
subject  of  the  patent  in  SUad  v.  Williams,  7  M.  &  G.  818,  8  Scott,  N-  R. 
449,  was  proved  to  have  been  previously  put  in  practice  in  Russia :  and 
galvanized  iron,  which  was  the  subject  of  the  patent  in  Patteson  v.  HoU 
landy[c)  was  proved  to  have  been  for  some  years  in  use  in  France.  The 
Case  of  Monopolies — Darcy  v.  Allin^  11  Co.  Rep.  84  (d) — and  the  statute 
5  G.  2,  c.  8,  for  extending  the  term  of  Lombe's  patent  «  for  discovering 
and  introducing  the  arts  of  making  and  working  the  three  capital  Italian 
engines  for  making  organzine  silk,"  and  «for  preserving  the  invention  for 
the  benefit  of  this  kingdom,"  *show  that  the  law  gives  as  much  r«i  ig 
efiect  to  the  introduction  as  to  the  invention  of  a  new  manufacture. 

Many  of  the  foregoing  remarks  apply  equally  to  the  sixth  and  seventh 
pleas.  The  sixth  plea  in  substance  states,  that,  prior  to  the  grant  of  these 
letters-patent,  the  original  inventor  assigned  the  benefit  of  his  invention 
to  the  King  of  the  French ;  and  it  is  assumed  that  he  is  thereby  estopped 

Ja)  See  6  R  &  C.  Ifig,  9  D.  &  R.  215. 

[6)  By  the  4th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  56,  (which  received  the  royal  assent  on  the  6tli 
of  August,  1844,)  it  is  enacted,  **•  that,  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  every  alien,  be- 
ing  the  subject  of  a  friendly  state,  shall  and  may  take  and  hold,  by  purchase,  gift,  bequest, 
representation,  or  otherwise,  every  species  of  personal  property  except  chattels  real,  as  fully 
and  eiToctuaUy,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  and  with  the  same  rights,  remedies,  exemptions, 
pri7i]ege8,  and  capacities,  as  if  he  were  a  natural-born  subject  of  the  United  Kingdom."  As 
<o  the  previous  state  of  the  law  with  respect  to  the  capacity  of  aliens  to  hold  chattels  real,  see 
^^  ▼.  LtMmere,  1  Wms.  Saund.  1,  and  notes  thereto :  and  see  pott,  p.  126,  n.  (a). 

W  In  C.  P.,  now  (T.  V.  1847,)  standing  for  judgment 

W  (Set  out,  1  Webster,  P.  C.  1,)  Noy,  178,  (set  Aut,  1  Webster,  P.  C.  6  j  cited,  ib.  29, 411.) 
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from  the  exclusive  right  to  practise  it  in  this  country.  How  can  a  patent 
granted  to  the  first  introducer  of  a  new  manufacture  into  England  be 
affected  by  any  contract  the  party  may  have  entered  into  in  a  foreign 
country  ?  Do  the  facts  stated  in  this  plea  in  any  de^ee  detract  from  the 
benefits  that  may  be  supposed  to  result  to  the  commerce  of  this  country 
from  the  introduction  of  the  invention  ?  When  a  patent  is  granted  here 
for  the  introduction  of  a  new  manufacture  from  abroad,  does  the  merit  of 
the  introducer  depend  upon  whether  the  invention  is  the  subject-matter 
of  a  patent  in  the  foreign  country,  or  is  it  open  to  all  its  subjects  ?  Is  the 
foundation  of  the  objection  to  this  patent,  that  the  party  on  whose  behalf 
it  has  been  obtained,  is  acting  in  contravention  of  his  contract  with  Louis 
Philippe  ?  Would  that  avoid  the  patent  ?  Clearly  not.  The  court  can- 
not take  notice  of  the  instmment  executed  abroad.  The  only  substantial 
difference  between  the  sixth  and  the  seventh  pleas  is,  that  the  latter  alleges 
ihat  Louis  Philippe,  after  the  assignment  to  him  of  the  invention  in  qaes* 
tion,  openly  and  publicly  dedicated  and  made  it  known  to  all  the  world. 
Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  such  dedication  in  France,  no  right  can 
accrue  therefrom  to  the  defendants  in  this  country. 

With  respect  to  the  tenth  plea,  it  will  be  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  that  the  title  of  the  letters-patent  is,  upon  the  face  of  it,  bad 
for  ambiguity.  The  patent  is  for  «  a  new  or  improved  method  of  obtain- 
<^il71  ^"S  *^^^  spontaneous  reproduction  of  all  the  images  received  in 
the  focus  of  the  camera  obscura;"  that  is,  their  reproduction  by  a 
new  or  improved  method.  If  the  method  of  reproduction  be  new  and  not 
an  improvement,  or  an  improvemeijt  but  not  new,  the  patent  would  clearly 
be  bad  :  it  must  be  both.  The  court  will  make  every  reasonable  intend- 
ment in  favour cf  the  patent.  Is  the  objection,  that  it  is  called  a  method? 
It  is  not  limited  to  that :  it  is  for  the  reproduction  of  the  images  received 
in  the  focus  of  the  camera  obscura,  by  a  certain  method ;  which  is  the 
most  apt  and  proper  mode  of  expressing  it.  The  title,  therefore,  is  per- 
fectly good :  JfeUson  v.  Harford,  8  M.  &  W.  806,  1  Webster,  P.  C.  295; 
Jfkkels  V.  Haslam,  7  M.  &  Gr.  378,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  97. 

Channelly  Serjt.,  (with  whom  were  W,  R.  Grove  and  J.  Browrtj)  conirit. 
By  the  fifth  section  of  the  21  Jac.  I,  c.  3,  it  is  declared  and  enacted, 
"that  any  declaration  before-mentioned  (a)  shall  not  extend  to  any  letters- 
patent  and  grants  of  privilege,  for  the  term  of  one  and  twenty  years,  or 
under,  theretofore  made,  of  the  sole  working  or  making  of  any  manner 
of  new  manufacture  within  this  realm,  to  the  first  and  true  inventor  or 
inventors  of  such  manufactures,  which  others,  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  such  letters-patent  and  grants,  did  not  use,  so  they  be  not  contrary  to 
the  law,  nor  mischievous  to  the  state,  by  raising  the  prices  of  commodities 
at  home,  or  hurt  to  trade,  or  generally  inconvenient,  but  that  the  same 
shall  be  of  such  force  as  they  were  or  should  be  if  this  act  had  not  been 
made,  and  of  none  other :  and,  if  the  same  were  made  for  more  than  one 

(a)  In  section  1. 
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and  twenty  years,  that  then  the  same,  for  the  term  of  one  and  twenty 
years  ooly,  to  be  accounted  from  the  date  of  the  *first  letters-patent  r»i  i  o 
and  grants  thereof  made,  shall  be  of  such  force  as  they  were  or 
should  have  been  if  the  same  had  been  made  but  for  the  term  of  one  and 
twenty  years  only,  and  as  if  this  act  had  never  been  had  or  made,  and  of 
Done  other."  And  the  sixth  section  declares  and  enacts,  «that  any  de- 
claration before-mentioned  shall  not  extend  to  any  letters-patent  and  grants 
of  privilege  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  or  under,  thereafter  to  be  made, 
of  the  sole  working  or  making  of  any  manner  of  new  manufactures  within 
this  realm,  to  the  true  and  first  inventor  and  inventors  of  such  manufactures, 
which  others,  at  the  time  of  making  such  letters-patent  and  grants,  shall 
not  use,  so  as  also  they  be  not  contrary  to  the  law,  nor  mischievous  to  the 
state,  by  raising  prices  of  commodities  at  home,  or  hurt  of  trade,  or  gene- 
rally  inconvenient ;  the  said  fourteen  years  to  be  accounted  from  the  date 
of  the  first  letters-patent,  or  grants  of  such  privilege,  hereafter  to  be  made, 
but  that  the  same  shall  be  of  such  force  as  they  should  be  if  this  act  had 
never  been  made,  and  of  none  other."  The  plaintiff  here,  upon  the  face 
of  his  declaration,  brings  himself  within  the  words  of  the  statute,  alleging 
himself,  generally,  to  be  the  true  and  first  inventor.  But,  taking  the  de- 
claration and  the  fifth  plea  together,  it  appears  that  Berry  is  not  the  true 
and  first  inventor  in  the  literal  sense  of  the  words,  but  that  he  claims  to 
be  an  importer  or  introducer  of  the  invention  in  such  a  sense  as  to  entitle 
hiffl,  vrithin  the  statute,  as  explained  by  the  decided  cases,  to  call  him- 
self an  inveator.  Assuming,  then,  that  a  first  importer  of  a  new  manu- 
facture may  take  out  a  patent  in  this  country  as  an  inventor,  and  may 
declare  in  this  general  form,  the  cases  would  seem  to  show  that  he  must 
at  least  be  a  meritorious  importer.  The  substance  of  the  fifth  plea  is,  that 
Daguerre  was  the  inventor,  that  he  and  one  Niepce  practised  the  invention 
in  France,  and  that,  they  being  *aliens,  the  patent  was  taken  out  r»i  19 
by  Berry  in  trust  for  them.  The  merit  of  the  invention  belongs  ^ 
to  Daguerre,  and  not  to  Berry,  the  patentee.  The  case  of  Edgeberry  v. 
Stephens  by  no  means  excludes  the  notion  that  merit  is  in  some  degree  the 
foundation  of  the  grant.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre,  in  BouUon  v.  Bull^ 
2  H.  Blac.  491,  speaks  of  that  case  as  having  established  "that  the  first 
introducer  of  an  invention  practised  beyond  sea  shall  be  deemed  the  first 
inventor."  And  Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  deliveringthe  judgment  of  the  court 
in  Chappell  v.  Purdayy  13  M.  &  W.  318,  says :  <«  Under  the  stat.  21  Jac.  1, 
c.  3,  against  monopolies,  the  sixth  section,  which  leaves  as  they  stood  at 
common  law  all  the  letters-patent  for  fourteen  years,  of  new  manufacture, 
granted  to  the  first  inventors,  it  has  been  decided  that  an  importer  is  within 
the  clause,  and,  if  the  manufacture  be  new  in  the  realm,  he  is  an  inven- 
tor, and  may  have  a  patent,  "(a)    In  the  case  of  JTie  Clotkworkers  of 

(a)  <*TboQgh,*'  adds  his  lordship,  che  is  not  the  assignee  of  the  foreign  inventor,  and 
iha»gh  hi  maf  be  a  foreigner  hmaelf  if  the  crown  chooses  to  grant  him  a  patent  The-aa 
tfaority  lor  this  ii  to  be  fimnd  in  Edgeberry  v.  SlqthentJ* 

VOL^  HI.  11 
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fyswithj  Godbolty  252,  in  the  12  Jac.  1,  it  was  resolved,  that,  « if  a  man 
hath  brought  in  a  new  invention  and  a  new  trade  within  the  kingdom,  in 
peril  of  his  life,  and  consumption  of  his  estate  or  stock,  &c.,  or,  if  a  man 
hath  made  a  new  discovery  of  any  thing;  in  such  cases,  the  king,  of  bis 
grace  and  favour,  in  recompense  of  his  costs  and  travail,  may  grant  by 
charter  unto  him  that  he  only  shall,  use  such  a  trade  or  trafique  for  a  cer* 
tain  time,  because  at  first  the  people  of  the  kingdom  are  ignorant,  and 
have  not  the  knowledge  or  skill  to  use  it."  At  common  law,  the  king 
could  not  grant  a  monopoly,  except  for  an  adequate  consideration ;  which 
*1201     <^o>^sideration  was,  merit  in  the  grantee,  and  utility  to  *the  public. 

[Cresswell,  J.  If  a  foreigner  communicates  to  an  Englishman 
some  useful  invention  known  only  abroad,  the  latter'may  take  out  a  patent 
for  it  here :  but  what  merit  does  he  possess  to  entitle  him  to  the  grant  ?] 
In  that  case,  the  disclosure  of  the  invention  would  have  been  made  to  the 
patentee  for  his  own  personal  benefit.  In  the  present  case,  however,  Berry 
is  neither  an  inventor  nor  an  importer.  He  has  no  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  patent.  He  is  a  mere  agent.  Assuming,  though  the  point 
has  never  been  solemnly  determined,  that  a  grant  of  a  patent  to  a  foreigner 
would  be  good,  it  ought  to  be  taken  out  in  the  name  of  the  party  reallj 
interested.  Formerly,  a  party  petitioning  for  a  patent  was  required  to  file 
an  affidavit  that  he  was  the  true  and  first  inventor  of  the  invention  within 
the  kingdom,  and  that  the  same  was  not  in  use  by  any  other  person  or 
persons  therein,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief.  The  statute 
5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  62,  s.  11,  has  now  substituted  a  declaration  for  the  aflSda* 
vit  :(a)  but  still  the  public  have  a  right  to  the  security  of  this  solemn  de- 
claration by  the  party  taking  out  the  patent^  that  he  is  the  true  and  6ist 
inventor.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  Crave 
V.  Price,  4  M.  &  G.  580,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  338,(6)  observing  upon  Darejf  v. 
Mlin,  11  Co.  Rep.  84,(c)  says:  "The  case  of  monopolies  states  the  law 
to  be,  that,  where  a  man,  by  kis  own  charge  or  industry^  or  by  his  <wn 
wit  or  invention^  brings  a  new  trade  into  the  realm,  or  any  engine  tender- 
ing to  the  furtherance  of  a  trade,  that  never  was  used  before,  and  that  was 
for  the  good  of  the  realm,  the  king  may  grant  him  the  monopoly  of  a 
•1211    P^*®^^  ^®'  ^  reasonable  time."  It  is  ^submitted,  therefore,  that  Bcny 

was  not  a  meritorious  importer  of  this  invention,  and,  consequently* 
not  an  inventor  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  and  that,  if  Berry  and 
Daguerre  and  Niepce  are  to  be  identified  in  interest,  the  patent  is  open  to 
the  objection  that  it  was  not  taken  out  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  true 
inventor.  Then,  if  this  be  taken  to  be  a  plea  simply  trarersing  that  Berry 
was  the  true  and  first  inventor  of  the  invention  in  the  declaration  men* 
tioned,  it  would  undoubtedly  have  been  bad  for  argumentativeness.  But 
the  plea  does  not,  in  direct  terms,  deny  that  Berry  was  the  true  and  first 

(a)  See  the  ibnn,  Webster  on  Patents,  p.  67. 

(6)  Set  out,  l.WebMer,  P.  C.  393. 

(c)  (Set  out,  1  Webster,  P.  C.  1,)  Nojr,  17S,  (set  ont^  1  Webster,  P.  C.  4;  eitad,  ib.  89^  ^^^') 
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inventor.  The  declaration  not  showing  that  Berry  derived  his  knowledge 
by  means  of  a  communication  from  a  foreigner,  but  alleging  generally  that 
Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inventor,  the  plea  gives  colour  to  that  state- 
ment, and  proceeds  to  show,  that,  though  possessed  of  the  information  by 
means  of  a  communication  from  abroad,  and  so  in  one  sense  an  inventor, 
yet  that  the  patent  was  not  taken  out  by  Berry  for  his  own  benefit,  but 
for  that  of  a  third  person,  a  foreigner,  whose  name  was  not  disclosed. 
[Tutdal,  C.  J.  You  might  have  concluded  with  a  special  traverse — 
xfithout  this  that  the  said  Miles  Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inventor  of  the 
iovention  in  the  declaration  mentioned.]  That  would  have  put  in  issue 
the  invention  only. 

With  regard  to  the  sixth  and  seventh  pleas,  it  is  not  meant  to  be  con- 
tended that  the  law  of  France  has  any  extra-territorial  operation.  In 
ChappeU  v.  Purday^  14  M.  &  W.  303,  it  was  held  that  a  foreign  author, 
residing  abroad,  who  composes  and  publishes  his  work  abroad,  has  not, 
at  common  law,  or  under  the  statutes  8  Ann.  c.  19,  and  54  G.  3,  c.  136, 
any  copyright  in  this  country;  and  therefore  a  person  to  whom  he 
transfers  abroad,  by  an  instrument  not  under  seal — but  which  is  valid 
'according  to  the  law  of  that  country — the  copyright  of  the  r«io2 
work  in  England,  has  no  right  of  action  against  a  British  subject 
who  afterwards  publishes  the  work  in  England.  Here,  the  patent  is  taken 
out  by  Berry  as  agent  for  Daguerre  and  Niepce,  for  an  invention,  their 
interest  in  which  they  had  previously  assigned  for  a  valuable  consideration 
to  a  third  person.  Such  a  person  clearly  has  not  that  degree  of  interest 
in  the  subject-matter  as  will  enable  him  to  sustain  a  patent.  [Tinx>ai>, 
C.  J.  A  man  may  take  out  a  patent  in  this  country  and  in  France  also 
ibr  the  same  invention.  What  more  have  these  parties  done?]  The  in- 
ventor having  received  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  entire  abandon- 
ment of  the  benefit  of  his  discovery  to  all  the  world,  he  can  no  more  be 
permitted  to  set  up  an  exclusive  privilege  in  this  country  than  he  could 
in  France.  Suppose,  instead  of  disposing  of  the  invention  to  the  King  of 
the  French,  Daguerre  and  Niepce  had  sold  it  to  an  Englishman,  and  had 
afterwards  taken  out  a  patent  in  this  country;  could  they  have  restrained 
their  vendee  from  the  use  of  the  invention  here  ?  [Tikdal,  C.  J.  If  the 
assignment  made  by  Daguerre  and  Niepce  to  the  King  of  the  French  was 
SQch  as  to  preclude  them  from  taking  out  a  patent  in  England,  that  might 
be  a  good  answer.  That,  however,  does  not  appear  to  be  the  case.]  In 
pleading  the  law  of  a  foreign  country,  it  is  pleaded  as  matter  of  fact ;  and, 
in  pleading  matter  of  fact,  the  party  pleading  is  not  bound  to  show  how 
the  eflfed  he  relies  on  is  brought  about.(a)  The  sixth  plea  contains  a^ 
positive  allegation  that  the  invention  in  question  is  no  longer  the  property 
of  the  original  inventors :  and  the  seventh  plea  places  the  defend-  r^io^ 
ant  pretty  much  in  the  ^situation  of  a  licensee  of  the  King  of  the    *- 

(a)  Ensept  wbexe  the  legal  chancter  of  the  effect  produced,  depends  upon  the  nature  of 
Ike  instnmeDt  bf  which  it  if  pcodneed.    Aad  see  3  M.  &  G.  780,  n. 
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French ;  alleging  not  only  a  complete  and  entire  publication,  but  a  general 
license  on  the  part  of  an  individual  who  has  acquired  the  sole  property  ia 
the  invention,  authorizing  all  the  world  to  use  it.  If  such  a  license  can 
be  pleaded  at  all,  the  seventh  plea  is  properly  framed  to  set  it  up. 

The  tenth  plea  was  intended  to  raise  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
patent  as  depending  on  its  title.  The  patentee  might  bare  been  entitled 
to  a  patent  for  a  new  method  of  producing  a  known  manufacture,  or  for  an 
improvement  therein :  but  the  title  should  show  with  reasonable  precision 
whether  the  patent  is  taken  out  for  a  new  manufacture,  or  merely  for  a 
new  or  an  improved  method  of  producing  known  results — whether  the 
patentee  means  to  claim  entire  novelty  for  his  invention,  or  to  limit  his 
claim  to  some  improvement  in  an  old  method,  (a)  [Cresswelx,  J.  If 
p^rt  of  the  method  be  new,  so  as  to  produce  a  result  that  as  a  whole  is 
new,  surely  it  may  be  called  a  new  or  improved  method.  If  the  method 
be  altogether  new,  may  it  not  be  properly  called  an  improved  method? 
They  seem  to  be  convertible  terms.] 

Sir  r.  WUde^  Serjt.,  in  reply.  The  argument  in  support  of  the  fifth 
plea  amounts  to  this,  that  Berry,  though  the  person  who  first  introduced  a 
new  manufacture  into  this  country,  is  not  a  meritorious  inventor  within 
the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  3.  It  is  but  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the 
allegation  in  the  declaration  that  Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inventor. 
[Erle,  J.  The  argument  of  my  brother  Channell  is,  that  this  plea  is  not 
a  traverse  of  the  allegation  that  Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inventor, 
because  he  is,  in  a  certain  sense,  an  inventor;  but  that  it  confesses  the  in- 
•1241  '^^^^^o^j  ^"^  •avoids  it,  by  showing  circumstances  whence  it  is 
sought  to  be  inferred  that  Berry  is  not  sl  meritorioiis  inventor.] 
The  same  sort  of  argumentative  traverse  was  attempted  in  Muntz  v.  Fosteff 
6  M.  &  G.  734,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  471,  1  D.  &  L.  737,  and  Stocker  v. 
Warner  J  ante,  vol.  i.,  p.  148,  as  to  other  branches  of  the  declaration.  In 
the  former,  the  declaration — setting  out  the  letters-patent,  with  the  usual 
proviso,  « that,  if  the  grantee  should  not  particularly  describe  and  ascer- 
tain the  nature  of  his  invention  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be 
performed,  by  an  instrument  in  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal»  an^ 
cause  the  same  to  be  enrolled  in  the  high  court  of  Chancery  within  six 
calendar  months  next  and  immediately  afier  the  date  of  the  said  letters- 
patent,  then  those  letters-patent,  and  all  liberties  and  advantages  whatso- 
ever thereby  granted,  should  utterly  cease,  determine,  and  become  void 
— averred  that  the  plaintiff  did,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  proviso,  and  of 
the  said  letters-patent,  by  an  instrument  in  writing  under  his  hand  and 
sealy  particularly  describe  and  ascertain  the  nature  of  his  said  invention, 
and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  and  might  be  performed,  and 
afterwards,  and  within  six  calendar  months  next  and  immediately  aft^' 
the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent,  cause  the  said  instrument  in  writing  to 
be  enrolled  in  Chancery.    The  defendant,  in  his  sixth  plea,  aAer  stating 

(a)  See  Cook  v.  Pearti,  13  L.  J.,  N.  S,  Q.  E  189. 
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the  above  proviso,  averred  that  the  plaintiff*  caused  to  be  enrolled  in  Chan- 
cery a  certain  instrument  in  writing  in  the  words,  and  to  the  efTect,  follow- 
ing— setting  it  out  in  hcBC  verba — and  that  the  plaintiff  caused  to  be  en- 
rolled in  Chancery,  within  six  months,  &c.,  no  instrument  in  writing  other 
than  and  except  the  said  instrument  in  writing  thereinbefore  set  forth  and 
contained,  whereby  and  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  said  *letters-     r»i  05 
patent  in  the  declaration  mentioned  ceased  and  determined,  and 
became  and  were  of  no  force  and  effect — concluding  with  a  verification. 
And  this  plea  was  held  bad,  on  special  demurrer,  as  being  an  argumenta- 
tive traverse  of  the  enrolment  alleged  in  the  declaration.     So  in  Stacker  v. 
Wamery  to  a  declaration  in  case  by  A.  against  B.,  for  the  infringement 
of  a  patent  for  <umprovements  in  pumps,'^  setting  out  the  grant  of  tlie 
letters-patent  to  A.  in  1837,  and  a  disclaimer  of  part  of  the  specification 
in  1844,  and  charging  a  subsequent  making  and  vending,  &c.,  of  A.'s  in- 
vention by  B.,  B.  pleaded,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  letters-patent, 
and  before  the  disclaimer,  C.  obtained  a  patent  for  « improvements  in 
water-closets  and  stuffing-boxes  applicable  to  pumps  and  cocks;"  that, 
after  the  grant  of  the  letters-patent  to  C,  and  before  A.'s  disclaimer,  C. 
granted  a  license  to  B.  to  make,  use,  &c.,  his  invention,  so  far  as  the 
^me  was  applicable  to  stuffing-boxes  applicable  to  pumps;  that  B.  had 
made  and  sold  divers  large  quantities  of  pumps  under  the  said  license, 
and  that  the  grievances  in  the  declaration  were  the  making,  using,  &c., 
as  aforesaid,  the  said  improvements  in  pumps,  for  which  the  said  letters- 
patent  had  been  granted  to  C,  and  the  said  license  granted  to  B. :  and 
the  plea  was  held  bad,  for  not  sufficiently  confessing  and  avoiding  the 
matters  charged  in  the  declaration.     The  trouble  and  expense  incurred 
by  the  patentee  in  perfecting  his  invention,  form  no  part  of  the  considera- 
tion for  the  grants  of  the  letters- patent.     This  was  discussed  in  Crane  v. 
Price^  where  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  judgment,  observes  that,  « in 
point  of  law,  the  labour  of  thought,  or  experiments,  and  the  expenditure 
of  money,  are  not  the  essential  grounds  of  consideration  on  which  the 
question  whether  the  invention  is  or  is  not  the  subject-matter  of  a  patent, 
ought  to  depend;  for,  if  the  invention  be  new  and  useful  to  the  public,  it 
Is  not  *material  whether  it  be  the  result  of  long  experiments  and     r^iog 
profound  research,  or  whether  by  some  sudden  and  lucky  thought, 
or  mere  accidental  discovery."     It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  Crown  may, 
if  it  think  fit,  grant  a  patent  to  an  alien,  (a)    But,  assuming  that  Daguerre 
might  in  this  case  have  obtained  a  patent  for  his  invention  in  this  country, 
it  is  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  this  patent  is  void  because 
it  is  obtained  by  a  trustee,  and  not  by  the  party  beneficially  interested. 
No  authority,  however,  has  been  cited  in  support  of  this  objection.     It  is 
one  that  has  no  foundation  in  reason,  and  one  that  at  all  events  cannot  be 

» 

(a)  Ab  to  the  right  of  an  alien  amy  to  maintain  an  action  upon  a  contract  in  this  oountiy, 
lee  Fiaam  t.  Laamm,  6  Bingh.  N.  C.  90.  8  Scott.  180,  8  DowL  P.  C.  57,  and  the  authorities 
there  cited.    And  see  ant^,  p.  114,  n.  (6). 
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urged  by  a  stranger.  One  Mrho,  on  behalf  of  a  foreigner^  introduces  a 
new  and  useful  manufacture,  may,  upon  every  principle  of  justice,  obtain 
for  him  the  reward  of  his  ingenuity  and  skill.  )iVith  respect  to  the  decla- 
ration substituted  by  the  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  62,  s.  11,  for  the  aiBda?it  of  the 
inventor; — that  forms  no  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  grant;  it  is 
merely  required  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  Attorney-General.  The  assign- 
ment to  the  King  of  the  French  in  truth  amounts  to  no  more  than  a  cession 
by  the  inventor  of  the  right  to  complain  of  an  infringement  of  his  inven- 
tion in  that  country.  Separate  patents  are  required  to  secure  an  exclusive 
privilege  in  England,  Scotland,  Ireland,  and  the  colonies :  any  one  of 
these  may  be  parted  with  by  the  patentee,  without  at  all  impairing  his 
title  under  the  others. 

If  the  sixth  plea  is  bad  for  the  reasons  assigned,  the  seventh  is  still 
worse.  Cur,  adv.  vuU. 

•1271        *TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  declared  in  case  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent 
granted  to  Miles  Berry,  of  which  patent  the  plaintiff  was  assignee.  And 
the  questions  before  us  arise  upon  the  fifth,  sixth,  seventh,  and  tenth  pleas 
to  this  declaration. 

The  fifth  plea  states,  in  substance,  that,  before  the  granting  of  the  let- 
ters-patent, one  Daguerre  had  invented  the  new  and  improved  method 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  letters-patent,  and  that  he  and  one  Niepce, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  granting  the  same,  had  knowledge  of,  and  prac- 
tised the  said  invention  in  France ;  that  Daguerre  and  Niepce  were  aliens 
bom  out  of  the  allegiance  of  the  queen,  and  were  at  the  time  resident  and 
domiciled  in  France ;  that  they  retained  and  employed  Miles  Berry,  as 
their  agent,  to  procure  the  letters-patent  to  be  granted  to  him  in  his  own 
name,  but  upon  trust  for  their  use  and  benefit,  and  not  for  himself;  and 
that  he  accepted  such  retainer.  The  plea  then  goes  on  to  state,  that  to 
enable  him  to  obtain  such  letters-patent,  they  communicated  to  him  the 
nature  and  particulars  of  the  said  invention,  and  he  thereupon  introduced 
the  knowledge  of  the  invention  into  the  United  Kingdom,  and  was  the  first 
person  who  brought  it  there ;  and  the  plea  then  alleges  that «  Miles  Berry  was 
no  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid  the  true  and  first  inventor  of  the  said  inven- 
tion in  the  said  declaration  mentioned."  It  then  states  that  Berry,  being 
a  subject  of  our  lady  the  queen,  under  such  retainer,  obtained  the  letters- 
patent  to  be  granted  to  him  upon  trust  for  Daguerre  and  Niepce,  so  being 
aliens  and  resident  and  domiciled  as  aforesaid,  and  not  for  the  use  or 
benefit  of  himself,  and,  until  the  making  of  the  assignment  to  the  plain- 
tiff, had  so  always  held  them;  << wherefore,"  the  plea  concludes,  «the 
letters-patent  are  void." 

*1281        *'^^^  plaintiff  demurred  specially  to  this  plea ;  but  we  think  it 
unnecessary  to  avert  to  the  causes  assigned  by  him  for  demurrer, 
•8  we  think  the  plea  bad  in  substance. 

The  defendants  contended,  that,  upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  this  plea, 
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the  letters-patent  are  void,  upon  one  of  two  grounds,  viz.,  either  that  Berry 
was  not  the  true  and  first  inventor  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of 
James ;  or  that  a  patent  taken  out  in  England  by  an  Englishman  in  his 
own  name,  in  trust  for  foreigners  residing  abroad,  is  void  in  law. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  it  was  not  denied,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, that  a  person  who  has  learned  an  invention  abroad,  and  imported  it 
into  this  country,  where  it  was  not  used  or  known  before,  is  the  first  and 
true  inventor  within  the  statute.  The  cases  decided  before  the  statute 
prove  that  grants  by  the  crown  to  persons  who  have  brought  any  new  trade 
into  the  realm,  were  good  at  common  law :  see  the  Case  of  Monopolies^ 
{Darcy  v.  Min^  Noy  Rep.  178, 11  Co.  Rep.  84,)  and  the  case  of  The  Clothe 
workers  of  Ipswich^  Godbolt,  252.  And  the  exception  contained  in  the 
6th  section  of  the  statute,  in  favour  of  grants  of  privilege  for  the  sole  work- 
ing of  any  new  manufacture  within  the  realm,  was  made  in  aflSrmance  of 
the  common  law,  introducing  no  other  alteration  than  the  restriction  in 
point  of  time  for  which  such  grants  might  extend.  And,  further,  the  case 
of  Edgeberry  v.  Stephens^  which  was  decided  long  after  the  statute  was 
passed,  is  an  express  authority  that  the  statute  "  intended  to  encourge  new 
devices  useful  to  the  kingdom ;  and,  whether,  learned  by  travel  or  by  study, 
is  the  same  thing." 

But  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  has  been,  that  Berry 
was  not  a  person  who  imported  this  invention  into  England,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  It  was  argued,  that,  to  come  within  the  statute, 
the  *person»  who  takes  out  the  patent  should  be  the  meritorious  r*i  09 
importerj  not  a  mere  clerk  or  servant  or  agent,  to  whom  the  com-  '* 
munication  was  made  for  any  special  purpose,  by  the  foreign  inventor,  as, 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  take  out  the  patent  for  the  benefit  of 
such  foreigner.  No  authority  is  cited  for  such  distinction.  So  far  as  the 
public  are  concerned  in  interest,  no  such  distinction  is  necessary.  Berry 
b  an  Englishman,  to  whom  the  invention  is  communicated  by  a  foreigner 
residing  abroad ;  and  Berry  first  brings  the  invention  into  England,  and 
makes  it  public  there.  So  far,  therefore,  as  relates  to  the  interest  of  the 
public,  Berry  has  all  the  merit  of  the  first  inventor.  If  he  has  been  guilty 
of  any  breach  of  faith  in  his  mode  of  obtaining  the  communication,  or  in 
the  mode  of  using  it  in  England,  he  may  or  may  not  be  made  responsible 
to  his  employers  abroad ;  but  such  misconduct  seems  to  have  no  bearing 
upon  the  question, — as  between  him  and  a  stranger ,(a) — whether  the  patent 
is  void  or  valid.  Indeed,  it  appears  upon  the  plea  itself  that  no  fraud 
was  committed  upon  his  employers ;  for,  it  is  expressly  stated  in  the  plea, 
that  he  was  directed  to  take  out  the  patent  in  his  own  name,  in  trust  for 
them,  and  that  in  fact  he  had  so  done,  and  had  held  it  for  a  certain  time 
fox  their  benefit. 

llie  invalidity  of  the  patent  must  therefore  depend,  if  at  all^  upon  the 

(a)  It  was  not  suggested  that  the  patent  was  invalid  on  the  ground  of  a  daoeit  haying  been 
practised  on  the  crown  by  the  suppression  of  the  truii. 
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second  ground  of  objection  pointed  out,  viz.  that  it  was  taken  out  by  Berry 
in  his  own  name,  but  in  trust  for  aliens  residing  abroad.  Now,  in  support 
of  this  objection  also,  no  authority  whatever  was  cited.  In  the  case  of 
Bhxam  v.  Elsee,  1  C.  &  P.  658,  R.  &  M.  137,  6  B.  &  C.  169,  9  D.  & 
R.  215,  the  point  was  raised  at  nisi  prius,  whether  a  patent  could  be  taken 

*1  ^01  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  enemy  ;  but  it  became  'unnecessary  to  decide 
even  that  question,  when  the  case  came  before  the  court.  The 
case  before  us  does  not  state  that  Daguerre  and  Niepce  are  alien  enemies : 
indeed,  we  may  take  judicial  notice  that  there  is  no  war  between  France 
and  England :  and  we  see  no  reason  or  principle  which  should  prevent 
an  alien  amy,  if  the  crown  thought  proper,  from  receiving  such  a  grant, 
either  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  name  of  another  in  trust  for  him.  In 
the  case  of  ChappeU  v.  Purday^  14  M.  &  W.  318,  the  court  in  their  judg- 
ment assume  it  to  be  clear  in  point  of  law  that  a  foreigner  may  hold  a 
patent,  if  the  crown  chooses  to  grant  it  to  him.  We  think,  for  these 
reasons,  that  the  fifth  plea  cannot  be  supported. 

The  sixth  plea,  after  making  the  several  statements  contained  in  the 
fifth,  proceeds  to  allege,  in  substance,  that,  before  the  grant  of  the  patent, 
Daguerre  and  Niepce,  by  an  agreement  made  in  France,  between  the 
secretary  of  state  for  the  home  department  of  the  King  of  the  French  and 
themselves,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,  assigned  to  such 
secretary,  on  behalf  of  the  government,  (amongst  other  things,)  the  inven- 
tion mentioned  and  described  in  the  letters-patent,  and  that,  by  virtue  of 
such  agreement,  and  by  the  laws  of  France,  the  said  invention  became 
the  property  of  the  King  of  the  French  in  right  of  his  crown,  who  thereby 
became  entitled,  by  the  laws  of  his  said  kingdom,  to  vend  and  publish  the 
said  invention,  as  well  in  the  kingdom  of  France,  as  in  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  in  any  other  country  or  place 
where  he  should  think  proper,  without  any  license  from  Daguerre  and 
Niepce :  and  this  plea  concludes,  as  the  last,  that  the  letters-patent  are 
therefore  void. 

To  this  plea  also  there  is  a  special  demurrer ;  but,  without  adverting  to 
the  causes  assigned,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  we  think  this  plea  also  is  bad  in 
*1311  'subs^^^c^*  ^The  only  additional  fact,  besides  those  stated  in  the 
former  plea,  is,  that,  before  the  granting  of  the  letters-patent,  the 
inventors  in  France  had  assigned  the  invention  to  the  King  of  the  French, 
who  became  entitled  to  make  it  public  in  France.  The  plea  contains  no 
statement  that  he  had  actually  published  it  in  France:  but,  even  supposing 
the  plea  to  have  stated  it  had  been  publicly  known  and  exercised  in 
France,  we  cannot  think  it  would  have  made  any  ditTerence  as  to  the  vali- 
dity of  a  patent  taken  out  in  England.  But  the  plea  contains  no  denial 
of  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  that  Berry  was  the  true  and  first  inven- 
tor, within  this  realm,  of  an  invention  which  others  at  the  time  of  making 
the  letters-patent  did  not  use.    And  this  allegation  contains  qU  that  is 
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necessary  to  support  the  validity  of  the  letters-patent  in  respect  of  the 
granting  thereof. 

One  argument  advanced  by  the  defendants  was,  that  the  original  inven- 
tors in  France,  having,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  parted  with  their  dis- 
covery to  a  person  in  France,  could  not  come  to  England  and  take  out  a 
patent  here.  No  authority,  again,  is  cited  in  support  of  this  position : 
and  it  is  contrary  to  common  experience ;  as  it  is  well  known  that  the 
same  persons  have  patents  for  the  same  invention,  at  the  same  time,  in 
both  countries. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  under  which  the  invention  was  sold 
in  France,  to  restrain  the  origiMtl  inventors  from  applying  for  a  patent  in 
England :  such  a  condition  might,  and  probably  would,  have  been  inserted, 
if  such  had  been  the  intention  of  the  parties :  and,  at  all  events,  whatever 
the  case  might  have  been  as  between  the  parties  to  the  agreement,  it  is 
not  in  the  power  of  the  defendants,  who  are  perfect  strangers  to  it,  to  set 
up  such  an  objection  under  this  plea,  which  rests  upon  the  grant  of  the 
letters-patent  being  absolutely  *void.  We  think,  for  these  reasons,  r«.  on 
the  sixth  plea  must  be  overruled. 

We  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  to  the  seventh  plea,  which 
difiers  from  the  last  only  in  this  respect,  that  it  alleges  the  King  of  the 
French  to  have  openly  published  and  made  known  the  said  invention, 
and  the  manner  of  performing  the  same,  to  the  people  of  France,  for  the 
use  of  that  people,  and  of  all  other  nations  and  people  in  the  world,  as  a 
free  gift  and  benefaction  for  the  use  of  all  mankind ;  and  the  plea  then 
proceeds  to  allege,  not  that  the  letters-patent  are  void,  as  in  the  former 
pleas,  but  that  the  defendants  thereby  became  entitled  to  use  the  invention 
in  any  country,  without  the  leave  or  license  of  the  plaintiff.  But  we  think 
it  a  sufficient  answer  to  say,  that  the  letters-patent  were  not  void,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  were  valid,  for  the  reasons  given  in  our  judgment  on  the  two 
former  pleas ;  whence  it  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence  in  law,  that 
the  invention  cannot  be  used  in  this  country  in  direct  violation  of  the  valid 
grant  of  the  crown,  without  the  license  of  the  grantee. 

As  to  the  tenth  plea,  it  is  sufficient  to  remark  that  we  think  the  objec- 
tion to  the  title  of  the  patent  is  answered  by  reference  to  the  decided  cases 
of  JVeilson  v.  Harford,  8  M.  &  W.  806,  and  Mckels  v.  Haslam,  7  M.  &  G. 
378,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  97. 

We  therefore  think  the  judgment  of  the  court  must  be  given,  on  the 
several  pleas  above  mentioned,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  (a) 

(a)  The  issues  were  tried  before  WUde,  C.  J^  and  a  special  jury,  at  the  London  sittings 
after  T.  T.  1847,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  upon  all  the  issues,  except  one 
raising  a  question  as  to  the  suiiiciency  of  the  description  in  tlie  specification,  on  which  issue  the 
verdict  was  taken  for  the  defendant,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  pUiintifi*  to  move  to  enter  a 
▼erdict  for  himself 


VOL.  m.  12  H  2 


133   Benham  v.  The  Earl  of  Mornington.  T.  T.  1846. 


•133]     •BENHAM  v.  The  Earl  of  MORNINGTON.     May  27. 

To  debt  on  bond  the  defendant  pleaded— -that  the  bond  was  executed  by  him  in  France, 
where  he  was  then  domiciled;  that  it  was  not  taken  or  passed  by  any  public  officer  aa> 
thorized  by  the  laws  of  that  kingdom,  nor  was  it  written  throughout  by  the  hand  of  the 
defendant;  that,  though  the  defendant  signed  the  bond  with  his  own  hand,  he  did  not  write 
thereon  with  his  proper  hand  the  for-nula  ntyied  in  the  French  tongue  a  "ton,"  or  (*ap> 
pnuD^"  bearing  in  words  at  length  the  sum  secured,  nor  was  the  defendant  at  the  time  a 
merchant  or  tradesman,  &c.;  concluding  that,  «by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  bond,  by  the 
laws  of  France,  never  was  nor  is  obligatory  or  binding  on  the  defendant,  but  always  wns 
and  is  of  no  force,  effect,  or  validity." 

Uddf  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  being  a  mere  a^umentative  and  inferential  statement  of  the 
French  law ;  which,  being  pleadable  only  as  matter  of  fact,  ought  to  have  been  distinctly 
and  affirmatively  alleged. 

Qftmty  whether,  supposing  it  to  have  been  well  pleaded,  the  whole  of  the  allegaticis  therein 
might  have  been  put  in  issue  by  dt  vy'urid. 

Debt,  on  a  bond,  bearing  date  the  23d  of  August,  1833,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  8002. 

Plea,  that  the  supposed  writing  obligatory  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
was  made  and  executed  by  the  defendant  as  therein  menlioned,  in  parts 
beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  at  Calais,  in  the  kingdom  of  France,  where  the 
defendant  was  then  resident  and  domiciled,  and  not  elsewhere ;  that  the 
«aid  writing  obligatory  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  not  taken,  re- 
ceived, made,  or  passed  by  any  public  officer  or  officers  of  the  said  king* 
dom  of  France,  authorized  by  the  laws  of  that  kingdom  so  to  do,  nor  was 
the  same  writing  written  throughout  by  the  hand  of  the  defendant ;  that, 
although  the  defendant  signed  the  said  writing  with  his  own  hand,  yet  the 
defendant  did  not,  in  any  part  of  the  said  writing,  write  with  his  proper 
hand  the  formula  or  acknowledgment  styled  in  the  French  tongue  a  ^^boiiy^^ 
or  « approuv^j^^  bearing  in  words  at  length  the  debt  or  sum  of  money 
purporting  to  be  secured  or  acknowledged  by  the  said  writing,  nor  was 
the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  supposed  writing  obli- 
gatory, a  merchant  or  tradesman,  artisan,  husbandman,  ploughman, 
vine-cultivator,  labouring-man,  or  servant ;  and  that,  by  reason  of  the 
*1341  *P^^^^^i  ^6  ^^^^  supposed  writing  obligatory,  by  the  laws  of 
^  the  said  kingdom  of  France,  never  was  nor  is  obligatoxy  or  bind- 
ing on  the  defendant,  but  always  was  and  is  of  no  force,  effect,  or  validity 
— ^verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plea  did  not  state  factb 
with  distinctness  and  certainty,  so  that  the  court  could  perceive  that  the 
writing  obligatory  was  void  according  to  the  law  of  France  at  the  time  i' 
was  executed — that  the  plea  merely  stated,  as  an  inference  from  cert: '  • 
preceding  matters,  that  the  writing  obligatory  never  was  binding — that  the 
plea  ought  to  have  averred,  in  terms,  what  was  the  existing  law  in  France 
at  the  time  the  writing  obligatory  was  executed,  and  then,  by  proper  aver- 
ments, to  have  shown  facts  which  brought  the  writing  obligatory  within  that 
law — that,  consistently  with  the  terms  used  at  the  end  of  the  plea,  the 
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uniting  obligatory  may  have  been  bindiDg  according  to  the  French  law 
ezistiog  at  the  time  it  was  executed,  bat  that  afterwards  a  law  may  there 
hafe  passed,  enacting  a  retrospective  efiect,  and  declaring  that  all  pre- 
tioos  writings  not  made  as  directed,  should  be  deemed  never  to  have 
been  binding — that  the  defendant,  if  he  relied  on  any  such  retrospective 
law,  should  have  averred  accordingly,  and  so  that  the  court  might  see 
whether  the  same  was  reasonable  to  annul  obligations  which  were  binding 
according  to  the  law  existing  at  the  time  they  were  entered  into — ^that  the 
defendant  had  left  it  in  uncertainty  whether  he  relied  upon  an  existing 
law,  or  upon  such  a  retrospective  law,  by  stating  « the  laws,"  instead  of 
«<the  then  existing  laws,"  at  the  end  of  his  plea — that  the  plea  was  also 
insufficient,  in  not  setting  out  the  French  law  in  terms,  so  that  the  court 
might  see,  as  to  persons,  whether  such  law  was  intended  to  affect  all  obli- 
gations, or  such  only  as  were  made  between  two  or  more  natives  or  sub- 
jects of  France,  or  whether  such  law  was  intended  to  include  obligations 
between  a  native  or  subject  and  a  foreigner,  and  ^between  two  r*i  05 
foreigners,  and,  as  to  the  subject-matter,  whether  such  law  was  '- 
intended  to  affect  all  obligations,  or  some  only,  of  a  particular  character 
recognised  by  the  laws  of  France,  or  such  only  as  derived  their  effect, 
as,  a  note  or  a  promise,  by  being  under  private  signature,  and  not  includ- 
ing writings  of  a  character  like  that  of  the  writing  obligatory  in  question, 
which  did  not  require,  and  did  not  derive  any  legal  effect  from,  signature 
— ^that  the  mode  adopted  in  the  plea  in  setting  out  the  law  of  France,  left 
it  in  uncertainty  whether  the  defendant  relied  upon  one,  or  upon  more 
than  one  of  each  distinct  fact  averred  as  rendering  the  writing  obligatory 
not  binding,  or  whether  more  than  one,  or  all  the  facts  averred  were  relied 
upon  in  combination,  as  having  that  effect — that  such  mode  was  calculated 
to  embarrass  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication,  inasmuch  as  if  he  were  to 
take  issue  upon  the  averment  at  the  end  of  the  plea,  that, «  by  reason  of 
the  premises,  the  writing  obligatory  is  not  binding,"  he  might  be  said  to 
have  admitted  the  averred  preceding  facts,  and  to  have  tendered  an  issue 
merely  upon  their  effect ;  while,  if  he  took  issue  upon  any  one  fact,  he 
might  be  said  to  have  admitted  the  others — that  the  plaintiff,  by  the  mode 
adopted  in  the  plea  in  setting  out  the  law  of  France,  was  placed  under  a 
difficulty,  if  he  wished  to  traverse  the  alleged  law,  and  the  alleged  facts 
which  were  supposed  to  bring  the  case  within  it — ^that,  if  the  defendant 
relied  upon  each  distinct  fact  set  out  in  the  plea,  (after  that  of  residence 
and  domicil,)  as  being  sufficient  to  render  the  writing  obligatory  not  bind- 
ing, his  plea  was  double — that  the  plea  was  double,  for  the  cause  last 
mentioned — that  the  uncertainty  whether  the  defendant  relied  upon  each 
such  fact,  or  upon  more  than  one  of  such  facts,  or  upon  all  such  facts  in 
combination,  further  embarrassed  the  plaintiff  in  framing  his  replication, 
and  subjected  him  to  the  risk  of  a  demurrer  for  duplicity — that,  in  that 
part  of  the  plea  which  followed  the  statement  that  the  writing  ob-  r«i  35 
ligatory  was  not  written  ^throughout  by  the  hand  of  the  defendant,     *- 
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it  xieas  left  in  doubt  whether  the  signing  by  the  defendant  with  his  own 
band,  followed  by  the  word  «« Jem"  or  "  approuv6j^^  would  have  sufficed, 
though  he  were  not  a  merchant  or  tradesman,  artisan,  husbandman,  plough- 
man, vine-cultivator,  labouring-man,  or  servant,  or  whether  it  was  neces- 
sary, that  he  should  have  been  one  of  such,  in  order  to  render  the  addi- 
tion of  either  of  such  words  sufficient,  or  whether  such  last-mentioned 
statement  as  to  trade  and  calling  was  at  all  connected  with  the  addition 
of  the  formula  or  ackuowledgment  in  the  plea  mentioned — that  the  plea 
did  not  state  what  was  the  proper  formula  or  acknowledgment  mentioned 
in  such  plea  to  be  necessary  to  be  written  by  the  defendant ;  and  that  the 
statement  of  the  mere  term  in  the  French  language  designating  such  for- 
mula or  acknowledgment,  was  not  sufficient. 

The  plaintiffjoined  in  demurrer. 

Bowling,  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  BarstotOy)  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
If  the  defendant  seeks  to  avoid  the  bond  by  reason  of  the  non-observance 
of  some  formalities  required  by  the  French  law,  he  ought  to  have  alleged 
it  with  precision  and  clearness,  like  any  other  fact  that  must  be  proved 
at  the  trial.  This  the  plea  in  question  does  not  do.  All  it  states  is,  that 
the  bond  was  executed  in  France,  and  without  certain  formalities  required 
by  the  laws  of  that  country,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  merchant 
or  tradesman,  &c.;  concluding,  that,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  bond 
never  was  of  any  force  or  validity.  The  latter  part  of  the  plea  is  a  mere 
conclusion  of  law,  which  is  not  supported  by  the  facts  previously  set 
forth.  The  particular  law  intended  to  be  relied  on  should  have  been  set 
out,  and  then  the  facts  to  bring  the  case  within  such  law.  From  the  lan- 
guage of  the  plea  as  it  now  stands,  the  court  has  no  means  of  judging 
whether  or  not  the  inference  that  the  defendant  draws  is  w*ell  founded. 

*1371  ^^^'  ^^^"°^^'^g  ^^^^  *^^^  inference  deduced  by  the  defendant  from 
the  foreign  law  is  warranted  by  the  premises,  the  plea  is  bad  for 
duplicity ;  it  negatives  the  defendant's  compliance  with  the  formalities  of 
the  lex  lociy  and  also  the  fact  of  his  being  of  one  of  the  excepted  classes. 
[TiNDAL,  C.  J.  It  certainly  is  difficult  to  see  what  issue  could  be  taken 
on  this  plea.] 

Channelly  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  J,  Browfiy)  was  called  upon  by  the  court 
to  sustain  the  plea.  The  defendant  intends  to  show  that  the  bond  is  void  by 
the  French  law.  In  order  to  do  this,  the  French  law  being  mere  matter  of  fact 
that  must  be  alleged  and  proved,  the  plea  states  the  defendant's  domicil  in 
France  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  bond,  and  then  alleges  that  the  bond 
was  made  without  the  observance  of  certain  requisite  formalities,  and  nega- 
tives the  defendant's  belonging  to  certain  specified  classes ;  and  it  properly 
concludes,  that,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  bond  is  void  by  the  laws  of 
France.  If  this  were  a  case  in  which  the  law  of  England  was  to  prevail,  no 
doubt  it  would  be  for  the  court  at  once  to  pronounce  whether  the  instrument 
was  void  or  not,  and  the  virtute  cujus  would  not  be  traversable.  But  it  is  other- 
wise where  the  defence  arises  out  of  the  law  of  a  foreign  state.   [Coltman,  J. 
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The  plea  is  not  the  better  for  the  allegation  of  the  want  of  the  formula  or 
acknowledgment  called  a  «  ion"  or  approuve,^^]  The  whole  plea  might 
be  put  in  issue  by  de  injurid.  The  defendant  was  bound  to  negative  one 
set  of  circumstances,  and  to  affirm  another ;  and  he  would  be  bound  to 
prove  all  the  facts  affirmatively  alleged,  and  to  give  colour  to  all  that  is 
stated  negatively.  The  plaintiff*,  therefore,  might  safely  put  in  issue  any 
one  of  the  facts  alleged.  In  M^Leod  v.  Schultze^  1  D.  &  L.  614,  to  as- 
sumpsit on  a  policy  of  insurance,  by  the  assignees  pi  *P.,  a  bank-  r*i  qq 
nipt,  the  defendant  pleaded,  to  78/.,  parcel,  &c.,  that  the  policy 
was  made  in  Scotland,  and  that  the  said  sum  was  duly  fenced  and  arrested, 
according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  at  the  suit  of  G.,  for  a  debt  due  to  him, 
until  sufficient  caution  should  be  found  in  the  books  of  council  and  session, 
that  the  same  should  be  forthcoming  to  G.;  that  thereupon  the  said  sum 
of  money  became  and  was,  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  in  custody 
of  the  law,  and  subject  to  the  order  of  the  court  of  session ;  that  such  pro- 
ceedings were  afterwards  had,  that  G.  obtained  final  judgment ;  that  the 
proceedings  were  regularly  conducted ;  that  the  judgment  was  final  and 
conclusive  against  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that,  according  to  the  law  of  Scot* 
land,  the  plaintiffs  were  precluded  from  suing  for  the  said  sum,  and  were, 
by  reason  of  the  premises,  wholly  barred  :  and  it  held,  on  special  demurrer, 
that  the  plea  afforded  a  good  defence,  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  set 
oat  the  Scotch  law.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  That  was  hardly  a  case  adjudged ; 
it  was  rather  an  intimation  of  opinion,  and  a  recommendation  to  the 
plaintiff* to  withdraw  the  demurrer,  and  reply.]  So  far  as  it  goes,  it  is  a 
distinct  intimation,  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  Exchequer,  there  is 
no  necessity  for  setting  out  the  foreign  law.  Woodham  v.  Edwardes^ 
5  Ad.  &  £.  771,  is  an  authority  to  show  that  all  the  material  allegations 
in  a  plea  like  this  may  be  put  in  issue  by  de  injurid,  [Cresswell,  J. 
The  plea  sets  up  no  matter  of  excuse :  it  states  facts  whence  an  inference 
is  sought  to  be  drawn  that  the  bond  never  had  any  force  or  validity  at  all.] 
The  rule  of  pleading  with  respect  to  the  general  replication  de  injurid  has 
of  late  been  much  relaxed.  In  Cowper  v.  Garbett^  13  M.  &  W.  33,  in 
debt  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  plaintiff*s  procured  the  ^defendant  to  make  the  note,  r„^  qq 
by  fraud,  and  that  the  defendant  was  induced  to  make  and  deliver 
it,  by  such  fraud,  and  that  there  never  was  any  consideration  or  value  for 
the  making  and  payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  note  ;  and  it  was  held 
that  these  facts  were  well  put  in  issue  by  the  replication  de  injurid.  Pol- 
lock, C.  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court — after  disposing  in  the 
affirmative  of  the  question  whether  this  form  of  replication  was  admissible 
in  debt  or  indebitatus  assumpsit — says :  <<  The  next  question  is,  whether 
the  defence  in  this  plea  is  of  such  a  description  as  to  be  traversable  in  this 
fimn ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is.  In  many  cases,  fraud  or  illegality 
ini  the  original  creation  of  the  bill,  coupled  with  averments  to  show  that 
the  holder,  the  plaintiff*,  is  in  a  situation  to  be  aff*ected  by  that  fraud  or 
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illegality,  have  been  held  to  be  of  that  description.  But,  though  these 
circumstances  render  the  contract  not  binding,  and  so  amount  to  a  denial 
that  there  was  a  binding  contract,  they  admit  a  contract  in  fiict,  and  ex- 
cuse its  performance.  But  it  is  said  there  is  a  difference  where  the  fraud 
or  illegality  is  between  the  parties  to  the  action ;  for,  those  circumstances 
show  that  there  was  no  binding  contract ;  and  the  dicta  of  my  brother 
Parke,  in  Humphreys  v.  0^  Connelly  7  M.  &  W.  370,  and  in  Parker  v. 
BUei/j  3  M.  &  W.  230,  are  referred  to  as  supporting  that  position.  In  ^ 
the  case  of  Scott  t.  Chappelowy  4  M.  &  G.  336,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  148, ' 
2  DowL  N.  S.  78,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  though  they  did  not  ex« 
pressly  decide  the  contrary,  did  not,  certainly,  support  it ;  and  my  brother 
CoLTKAN  stated  his  opinion,  that,  in  all  cases  where  a  contract  was 
avoided  by  matter  of  law,  the  general  replication  was  proper ;  and  we 
think  his  view  of  the  case  is  right." 

*140'l  *I>owlingj  Serjt.,  in  reply.  The  court  will  not  lend  its  sanction 
to  a  plea  that  is  calculated  to  impose  so  much  difficulty  on  the 
plaintiff.  None  of  the  cases  cited  shows  that  the  replication  de  injurid 
could  properly  be  pleaded  here.  The  plaintiff  cannot  in  any  way  avail 
himself  of  the  exceptions  engrafted  by  the  Code  de  Commerce  upon  the 
Code  Civil. 

TiKDAL,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  plea  is  bad  for  one  of  the 
causes  assigned,  viz.  that  it  is  argumentative  and  inferential  only ;  whereas 
«<  every  plea  must  be  direct,  and  not  by  way  of  argument  or  rehearsal," 
as  is  laid  down  in  Co.  Lit.  303  a.  It  is  perfectly  clear,  that,  but  for  the 
words  at  the  end — «  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  said  supposed  writing 
obligatory,  by  the  laws  of  the  said  kingdom  of  France,  never  was,  nor  is, 
obligatory  or  binding  on  the  defendant,  but  always  was,  and  is,  of  no 
force,  effect,  or  validity"^>the  plea  would  be  no  answer  to  the  action. 
There  is  no  direct  affirmance  of  what  the  law  of  France  is,  or  of  any  state 
of  facts  to  bring  this  case  within  the  operation  of  that  law.  I  think  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  distinct  statement  of  the  law  and  of  the  facts, 
in  order  that  he  might  take  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  amounted  to  a  legal  defence.  If  this  had  been  a  question  of  evi* 
dence,  instead  of  pleading,  the  witness  would  not  have  been  allowed  to 
state,  negatively,  this  or  that  is  not  in  compliance  with  the  law  of  France; 
but  he  would  have  been  required  to  show  affirmatively,  from  his  own  ex- 
perience, or  from  knowledge  derived  from  some  recognised  code  or  book, 
what  the  law  is.  The  entire  plea,  after  the  introductory  statement  of  the 
defendant's  domicil,  consists  of  negative  propositions  only.  With  respect 
to  the  allegation  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  merchant  or  tradesman,  &c., 
bow  do  we  know  that  there  are  not  other  classes  embraced  by  the  excep- 

*1411    ^^^'  *^^^  ^^^  ^^^  noticed  by  the  plea,  and  to  one  of  which  the 

defendant  may  belong?    I  think  the  plea  is  clearly  argumentative 

and  bad.    As  to  M*Leod  v.  SchuUze^  it  may  be  observed  that  a  case  ia 

whidi  either  party  is  recommended  to  withdraw  his  plea,  or  demurrer, 
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and  amend,  cannot  be  considered  a  very  strong  authority :  besides,  the 
plea  there  consisted  entirely  of  affirmative  matter,  and  therefore  stands 
dear  of  one  of  the  difficulties  that  this  plea  presents.  In  Woodham  v. 
Edwardes^  the  objection  was  not  taken,  the  plaintiff  having  pleaded  over. 
Upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  this  plea. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  The  plea  could  hardly  have  been  held  sufficient  if  it  had 
alleged  merely  that  the  bond  was  executed  by  the  defendant  in  France, 
and  that,  by  the  laws  of  that  country,  the  bond  was  void:  and,  unless 
such  a  plea  would  be  sufficient,  I  think  the  matter  that  is  here  interme- 
diately stated  would  not  help  it.  The  plea  should  have  alleged  distinctly 
what  the  law  of  France  is,  and  should  then  have  averred  facts  to  bring  the 
case  within  it ;  so  that  the  matter  might  be  decided  by  the  court  on  de- 
murrer, if  the  facts  did  not  bring  the  case  within  the  French  law.  I  am' 
not  quite  satisfied  that  the  plea  is  double;  though  it  might  have  been  so 
if  the  foreign  law  had  been  so  set  out  as  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  have 
it.  Upon  the  whole,  though  with  some  hesitation,  on  account  of  the  doubt 
suggested  by  the  case  of  M^Leod  v.  SchuUze^  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
plea  is  insufficient,  and  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment. 

CsEsswELL,  J.(a)  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  plea  in  question  is 
insufficient.  I  quite  agree  with  my  ^brother  Coltman,  that  a  plea  ■-•140 
merely  averrmg  that  the  bond  was  executed  in  France,  and  was  *- 
void  by  the  laws  of  that  country,  would  be  bad.  The  French  law  is  only 
to  be  taken  notice  of  as  any  other  matter  of  fact,  and  must  be  pleaded  : 
it  clearly  would  be  no  plea  to  say,  that,  «<  by  reason  of  some  fact  that  will 
hereafter  be  proved,"  the  bond  is  null  and  void.  It  has  been  insisted,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  plea  does  sufficiently  state  what  th^ 
French  law  is.  I  think  there  is  no  such  clear  and  unambiguous  statement 
of  it  as  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  have  upon  the  record  :  it  is  a  mere  in* 
ferential,  and  a  very  inconvenient,  mode  of  stating  what  the  foreign  law 
is.  If  M^Leod  v.  Schultze  were  to  be  taken  as  a  decision  upon  the  pointy 
I  should  be  unwilling  to  determine  this  without  more  consideration :  but 
I  look  upon  what  passed  there  to  be  merely  one  of  those  friendly  hints 
thrown  out  in  the  course  of  argument,  of  which  counsel  sometimes  deem 
it  prudent  to  avail  themselves.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  Mattle,  J.,  was  preventod  by  illnefls  finom  attending  in  court  this  day. 
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A  plea  justifying  the  breaking  and  entering  a  house,  without  warrant,  on  mispicioa  of  felony, 
ought  disthictly  to  show,  not  only  that  there  was  reason  to  believe  that  the  suspected  per- 
nn  was  there,  but  also  that  the  defendant  entered  for  the  purpose  of  apprehending  hini. 

'Trespass,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-bouse,  and 
making  a  noise  and  disturbance  therein,  &c. ;  and  also  for  assaulting, 
*^ing,  and  laying  hold  of  the  plaintiff,  and  forcing  and  compelling  him 
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to  go,  and  causing  him  to  be  forcibly  conveyed,  in  custody,  in  and  along 
divers  public  streets  and  highways,  to  a  certain  police-station,  and  there 
imprisoning  the  plaintiff,  and  keeping  and  detaining  him  in  prison, 
*1431  *^^^^^^^  ^"7  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  twenty-four  hours, 
under  a  false  charge  that  he  had  committed  an  oflfence  punishable 
by  law. 

Plea — that,  long  before  the  times  when,  &c.  in  the  first  and  last  count  of 
the  declaration  respectively  mentioned,  and  before  and  at  the  time  next 
thereinafter  m*entioned,  certain  persons,  to  wit,  S.  Mordan  and  A.  Mordan, 
were  possessed  of  a  certain  warehouse  and  premises  situate,  &c.,  from 
and  out  of  which  said  warehouse  and  premises,  and  out  of  divers  boxes 
then  therein  being,  and  out  of  the  possession  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
persons,  divers  and  very  many  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  S.  Mordan 
and  A.  Mordan,  to  wit,  100  ounces  of  gold,  400  ounces  of  silver,  and 
fifly  gold  pen-holders,  of  the  value  of  500/.,  had  been  and  were,  before 
the  said  times  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  during  the  night  of  the  8th  of  February, 
1845,  and  when  and  whilst  the  said  warehouse  and  premises  had  been 
and  were  left  for  the  night  by  the  said  last-mentioned  persons,  and  by 
their  servants  and  workmen,  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away 
by  a  certain  person,  or  by  certain  persons,  then  and  still  unknown  to  the 
defendant ;  that  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  feloniously  stolen,  taken, 
and  carried  away  as  aforesaid  had  been  and  were,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  and  before  and  when  the  said  first  herein-mentioned 
persons  and  their  servants  and  workmen  had  so  lefl  the  said  warehouse  and 
premises  as  aforesaid,  deposited,  with  divers  and  vtiy  many  other  goods 
and  chattels  of  inferior  value,  in  the  said  boxes,  safely  locked  and  se- 
cured, and  then  left  so  safely  locked  and  secured,  in  the  said  warehouse 
and  premises,  by  divers  of  the  said  workmen  of  the  said  first  herein-men- 
tioned persons ;  and  that  there  were,  at  the  said  last-mentioned  time,  and 
thence  continually  until  and  afier  the  time  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
*1441    ^^^^^  ^  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  *away  as  aforesaid, 
divers  and  very  many  other  boxes  being  during  all  the  time  last 
aforesaid  in  the  said  warehouse  and  premises,  and  near  and  contiguous  to 
the  said  boxes  first  herein-mentioned,  the  said  other  boxes  also  containing 
goods  and  chattels  of  great  value,  but  not  containing  respectively  nearly 
so  great  a  value  in  such  goods  and  chattels,  nor  goods  or  chattels  of  so 
great  a  value  respectively,  as  the  value  respectively  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  in  the  said  boxes  first  herein-mentioned  respectively,  or  as  the 
value  respectively  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  feloniously  stolen, 
taken,  and  carried  away  as  aforesaid ;  that  the  said  boxes  first  herein- 
mentioned,  and  also  the  said  other  boxes,  contained  respectively,  during 
all  the  time  aforesaid,  divers  quantities  of  brass  and  other  metals  and 
metallic  compounds  very  much  inferior  in  value  to  gold,  and  divers  arti- 
cles of  workmanship  thereof  respectively,  the  same  very  much  resembling 
gold  in  appearance,  and  not  being  quickly  or  easily  distinguishable  from 
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gold,  except  by  persons  accustomed  to  see  and  examine  such  articles  and, 
metals  and  metallic  compounds  respectively,  and  to  see  and  examine 
them  together  with  gold,  and  to  compare  them  therewith ;  that  the  said ' 
goods  and  chattels  so  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away  as  afore- 
said, were  and  comprised  all  the  gold  and  all  the  articles  of  gold  then 
being  in  the  said  first  herein-mentioned  boxes,  or  in  the  said  other  boxes, 
or  in  the  said  warehouse  or  premises ;  that  the  said  person  or  persons 
who  so  feloniously  stole,  took,  and  carried  away  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  as  aforesaid,  must  have  known  and  did  know,  just  before  and 
at  the  time  of  such  stealing,  taking,  and  carr}'ing  away,  the  premises  and 
warehouse,  and  then  must  have  known,  and  did  know,  where  and  in 
which  of  the  boxes  aforesaid  to  look  for  the  more  valuable  articles  as 
aforesaid,  and  then  must  have  known,  and  did  know,  how  to  select  the . 
more  valuable  articles  from  *  those  resembling  them,  but  of  infe-  r«i45 
rior  value,  and  not  easily  or  quickly  distinguishable  from  gold,  *- 
except  by  persons  accustomed  as  aforesaid;  that  divers  tools  and  tit- 
ttrumerUs  ordinaiily  used  by  the  plaintiff'^  or  such  as  the  plaintiff'^  to  urit^ 
for  two  yearSj  until  and  before  and  at  tlie  day  and  year  last  aforesaid^  usedy 
were  then^  and  when  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  so  feloniously  stolen^ 
taken  and  carried  away  as  aforesaidj  brought  into  the  said  warehouse  and 
premises^  and  near  to  the  said  boxes  first  herein-mentionedj  and  there  then 
lift  by  the  said  person  or  persons  unknown;  that,  before,  to  wit,  for  two 
years  next  before  the  last-mentioned  time  when  the  said  goods  and  chat- 
tels were  so  feloniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away  as  aforesaid,  the 
plaintiflfhad  been  occasionally,  and  from  time  to  time,  and  very  frequently 
employed  by  the  said  first  herein-mentioned  persons,  in  and  about  the 
said  warehouse  and  premises,  and  for  divers,  to  wit,  six  months  next 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  robbery,  well  knew  and  was  acquainted 
with  the  said  warehouse  and  premises,  the  said  boxes,  the  contents  there- 
of, and  the  value  of  the  brass  and  other  metals  and  metallic  compounds, 
aforesaid;  that  one  Thomas  Smith,  the  plaintiff's  brother,  which  said 
Thomas  Smith  then  was,  and  thence  hitherto  had  continued  to  be,  in  the 
constant  habit  of  associating  with  the  plaintiff,  had  been  recently  before 
then  in  the  employment  of  the  said  first  herein-mentioned  persons  for  a, 
long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  two  years  next  before  the  day  and  year 
next  mentioned,  in  and  about  their  said  warehouse  and  premises,  and  had 
been  during  all  that  time  employed  by  the  last-mentioned  persons  as  a 
worker  in  gold  and  in  silver,  and  in  the  said  other  metals  and  metallic 
compounds,  until,  to  wit,  the  1st  of  February,  1845,  recently  and  im- 
mediately before  the  said  time  when  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  so 
febniously  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away  as  aforesaid,  *when  t^iar 
the  said  Thorny  Smith  was  discharged  from  their  said  employ- 
luei^t  by  the  said  persons  first  herein-mentioned,  for  general  bad  conduct; 
that,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  six  mpnths  next  before  and  un* 
til  and  at  the  time  when  the  said  goods  and  chattels  wer^  so  feloniously 
VOL.  in.  13  I 


146  Smith  v.  Shirley.  T.  T.  1846. 

stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  appeared  to  be 
and  was  in  a  state  of  great  poverty  and  destitution,  but  that,  from  and 
immediately  after  the  said  last-mentioned  time,  the  plaintiff  suddenly  ap- 
peared to  have  become  and  to  be,  and  he  then  suddenly  became  and  was, 
possessed  of  large  sums  of  money,  and  then  also  became  and  was  very 
lavish  and  extravagant  in  his  conduct  and  expenditure,  although  the 
plaintiff  had  not  at  any  time  thereafter  until  or  at  the  said  time  when,  &c., 
other  than  from  the  said  felony,  acquired  or  gained  any  property  or  money, 
or  had  any  employment  or  any  means  of  support;  and  the  plaintiff  was 
then,  and  on  divers  occasions  from  thence,  to  wit,  for  two  months  next 
before  and  until  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  in  the  first  and  last  counts  of 
the  declaration  mentioned,  seen  at  divers  public-houses,  having,  and 
showing,  and  exposing  to  view  as  his  own,  divers  and  very  many  gold 
current  coin  of  the  realm,  to  wit,  fifty  sovereigns,  and  other  moneys;  that, 
afterwards,  and  while  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  said  sums  of 
money  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  May,  1845,  he  the  plaintiff 
was  asked  and  inquired  of  by  the  defendant  whether  he  &e  plaintiff  was 
not  possessed  of  divers  sums  of  money,  which  the  plaintiff  then  denied, 
although  he  then  had  and  possessed  them  as  aforesaid ;  that,  for  one  week 
next  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  tlie  said  felony,  the 
plaintiff  was  near  to  the  said  warehouse  and  premises;  that,  on  divers  oe- 
cksions,  from  a  long  time  before  and  until  the  said  time  when  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  were  so  feloniously  stolen,  taken  and  carried  away  as 
*1471  B^or^s^idy  to  ^^^  fof  *t^o  years  next  before  and  until  the  said 
^  time  when  the  said  goods  were  so  stolen,  taken,  and  carried  away 
as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  had  been  taken  and  charged  at  divers  and  many 
police-stations,  and  before  divers  and  many  magistrates  and  public  offi- 
cers, on  charges  of  suspicions  of  felony  and  misdemeanor ;  that  the  plain- 
tiff, during  all  that  time,  and  thence  hitherto,  kept,  and  still  keeps,  the 
company  of,  and  constantly  associated  and  still  associates  with,  divers  and 
very  many  persons  leading  idle,  dissolute,  and  vagabond  lives,  and  being 
persons  of  bad  character  and  repute  for  honesty  and  regularity  of  conduct ; 
— wherefore  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  and  having  good 
and  probable  cause  of  suspicion,  and  then  vehemently  suspecting  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  to  have  been  guilty  of  and  concerned 
in  the  said  feloniously  stealing,  t^ng,  and  carrying  away  of  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  as  aforesaid,  did,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  peaceably  and  quietly  enter  into  the  said  dwelling-house 
of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  the  outer  door  of  the  said 
house  being  then  opened  to  him  by  a  certain  person  frotsk  within,  to  wit, 
the  mother  of  the  plaintiff,  with  a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  Serjeant 
Brennan,  a  police-officer  and  constable  and  peace-officer  of  our  lady  the 
queen,  and  did  then  give  the  plaintiff  in  charge  and  into  the  custody  of 
die  said  police-officer,  to  safely  keep  him  until  he  could  be  carried  and 
cooiveyed  before  some  justice  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our  lady  the 
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queen,  and  to  hear  and  determine  diVers  felonies  and  misdemeanors  com- 
milted  within  the  county,  to  wit,  &c.y  where  the  said  felony  was  com- 
mitted; that  the  defendant  and  the  said  Serjeant  Brennan,  so  being  such 
officer  and  constable  as  aforesaid,  then,  and  in  a  reasonable  time  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid  from  entering  the  said  dwelling-house,  left  Ae  same, 
and  then  conveyed  the  plaintiff  therefrom  to  the  *said  poliee-sta-  r«i40 
tion,  as  in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
until  he  could  be  carried  before  such  justice  for  the  purpose  last  aforesaid, 
to  be  further  dealt  with  according  to  law,  and  did  then  and  there  imprison 
the  plaintiff  on  suspicion  of  having  been  giulty  of  or  concerned  in  the 
said  feloniously  stealing,  taking,  and  carrymg  away  of  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  as  aforesaid,  for  a  certain  space  of  time,  as  in  the  said  last  count 
in  that  behalf  mentioned,  the  same  being  then  a  reasonable  time  in  that 
behalf,  making  no  unnecessary  noise  or  disturbance  in  the  said  dwelling- 
house,  and  using  no  unnecessary  force  to  the  plaintiff  in  any  way  or  man- 
ner; which  were  respectively  the  trespasses  in  the  first  and  la^t  counts 
of  the  declaration  mentioned — verification. 

Demurrer  to  this  plea,  assigning  for  causes,  amongst  others,  that  the 
plea  did  not  show  any  good,  reasonable,  probable,  or  sufficient  cause-  for 
suspecting  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  guilty  of  the  felony  mentioned  in  the 
plea — that  it  did  not  appear  with  certainty  in  or  by  the  plea,  that  the  arti-^ 
cles  of  gold  were  selected  by  the  person  or  persons  committing  the  felony, 
from  the  said  other  articles,  or  that  the  said  articles  of  gold  alone,  and 
none  others,  were  stolen  on  the  occasion  of  the  said  felony— ^that"  the  atle'* 
gatioD  in  the  plea  that  the  person  or  persons  who  so  feloniously  stole,  took; 
and  carried  away  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  as  in  the*  plett  mentioned, 
must  have  known,  and  did  know,  just  before  and  at  the  time  of  such  steal- 
ing, taking,  and  carrying  away,  the  premises  and  warehouse,  and  then 
must  have  known,  and  did  know,  where  and  in  which  of  the  boxes  in  the 
plea  mentioned  to  look  for  the  more  valuable  articles  as  aforesaid,  and 
then  must  have  known,  and  did  know,  how  to  select  the  more  valuable 
articles  from  those  resembling  them,  bnt  of  inferior  value,  and  not  easily 
or  quickly  distinguishable  from  *gold,  except  by  persons  aecuS-  r*iAg 
tomed  as  in  the  plea  mentioned,  was  vague  and  uncertain,  in  this, 
that  is  to  say,  that  it  did  not  appear  with  certainty  whether  it  was  intended 
to  allege  that  the  said  felony  could  not  have  been  committed  unless  the 
said  person  or  persons  who  committed  the  same  had  been  possessed  of  the 
knowledge  in  the  said  allegation  mentioned,  or  that  the  person  or  persons 
who  committed  the  said  felony  showed,  in  the  commission  thereof,  such 
knowledge  as  last  aforesaid ;  that,  if  the  allegation  was  intended  to  have 
the  first  of  the  meanings  aforesaid,  it  ought  to  have  been  shown  in  the  said 
)ilea  how  or  on  what  account  such  knowlege  as  last  aforesaid  was  neiies- 
saiy  ioT  the  commission  of  the  said  felony,  and  how  and  in  what  Way  it 
was  exercised ;  and,  if  the  tiUegation  was  intended  to  have  the  second  fst 
the  meanings  aforesaid,  the  plea  ou^^t  to  have  stated  facts  from  which  Uie 
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court  might  fairly  and  reasonably  infer  that  such  knowledge  had  been 
shown  in  the  commission  of  the  said  folony — that  the  allegation  in  th«  plea, 
that  divers  tools  and  instruments  ordinarily  used  by  the  plaintiflT,  or  such 
as  the  plaiotifT  used  for  the  space  of  time  mentioned  in  that  behalf  in  the 
plea,  was  unc-ertain,  in  this,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  was  uncertain  therefrom 
whether  the  said  tools  and  instruments  were  the  identical  tools  and  instru* 
ments  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  the  habit  of  using,  or  were  merely 
tools  and  instruments  of  a  like  or  similar  kind — ^that,  if  it  was  merely 
intended  to  allege  that  the  said  tools  and  instruments  were  similar  or  like 
to  toolsi  and  instruments  which  the  plaintiff  had  ordinarily  used,  it  ouglit 
to  have  been  shown  of  what  kind  the  said  tools  and  instruments  were,  atid 
bow  or  for  what  reason  their  being  left  in  the  said  warehouse  and  premiws 
as  in  the  plea  mentioned,  afforded  any  ground  of  suspicion  that  the  plaiii* 
tiff  had  been  concerned  in  the  said  felony — ^that  it  did  not  appear  that 
*1501  *^^^  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the.  felony,  had  any  skill  or  knowledge 
to  distinguish  easily  or  quickly,  or  in  any  manner  whatever,  between 
the  said  articles  of  gold  and  the  said  other  articles,  or  was  a  person  who 
had  been  accustomed  to  see,  examine,  and  compare,  as  in  the  plea  men- 
tioned— that  what  was  stated  in  the  plea  of  and  concerning  Thomas  Smith 
afforded  no  reasonable  nor  any  grounds  of  suspicion  against  the  plaintiff— 
that,  even  if  the  defendant,  for  the  reasons  in  the  plea  mentioned,  had  good 
and  probable  cause  for  suspecting,  and  did  suspect,  the  plaintiff  to  have 
been  guilty  of  and  concerned  in  the  felony ;  yet  he  had  not  thereby  any 
right  or  authority  in  law  to  break  or  enter  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff— that  it  did  not  appear  with  certainty  that  the  outer  door  of  the  said 
dwelling-house  was  opened  to  the  defendant  by  any  person  who  had  autho- 
rity in  that  behalf — that  the  plea  did  not  show  any  justification  for  break- 
ing and  entering  the  dwelling-house,  or  for  giving  the  plaintiff  into  the 
charge  and  custody  of  Brennan,  or  for  conveying  the  plaintiff  to  the  said 
police-station,  or  for  imprisoning  him  there — and  that  the  plea  was  in  other 
respects  informal  and  insufficient,  &c. 

The  defendant  joined  in  demurrer. 

Tayhurdj  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  There  is  no  such  rea- 
sonable certainty  in  this  plea  as  to  justify  either  of  the  trespasses  charged 
in  the  declaration.  To  justify  the  arrest  of  a  party,  without  warrant,  on 
suspicion  of  felony,  the  circumstances  must  be  alleged  with  apt  and  con- 
venient certainty :  general  surmises  of  bad  conduct  will  not  suffice ;  Buf' 
gas  V.  Beaumonif  7  M.  &  G.  962,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  668.  And  here  it  is  to 
be  observed,  that  the  party  taking  upon  himself  to  act  on  the  suspicion, 
*1511  ^  °^^  alleged  to  be  a  "^constable,  or  the  party  grieved  ;  nor  is  it 
imeged  that  he  acted  at  the  request  of  the  party  grieved.  Sup- 
posing the  imprisonment  to  be  well  justified,  there  is  no  pretence  of  justi- 
fication for  breaking  and  entering  the  house.  It  is  not  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff,  or  the  stolen  goods,  were  there,  or  that  the  defendant  believed 
them  to  be  there :  all  is  left  in  uncertainty.    A  private  individual,  even 
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upon  the  strongest  grounds  of  suspicion  of  felony,  has  no  right  to  enter 
the  dwelling-house  of  a  third  person,  unless  he  has  reasonable  ground  for 
believing  the  guihy  person  to  be  concealed  there. 

Chatmellj  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  BramwsU,)  contrd.  The  plea  well 
justifies  the  entering  the  dwelling-house,  the  outer  door  being  open,  and 
circumstances  being  stated  whence  a  reasonable  suspicion  might  arise  that 
the  plaintiff  was  there.  If  the  plaintiff  was  actually  in  the  house  at  the 
time,  it  was  unnecessary  to  allege  in  the  plea  any  ground  of  suspicion  at 
all.  Then,  with  regard  to  the  imprisonment :  it  appears  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  employed  upon  the  premises  where  the  felony  was  committed, 
that  he  was  seen  near  the  spot  about  the  time  of  the  robbery,  that  tools 
like  those  used  by  him  were  found  on  the  premises,  that,  having  previously 
been  in  a  state  of  extreme  poverty,  he  was  shortly  afterwards  seen  exhi- 
biting money  and  spending  it  recklessly.  All  these  circumstances  pre- 
sented cogent  grounds  of  suspicion  that  the  plaintiff  was  concerned  in  the 
commission  of  the  offence :  and  a  case  of  suspicion  necessarily  compels 
considerable  generality  of  statement  in  a  plea  of  justification.  This  is 
not  at  all  like  the  case  of  Burgess  v.  Beaumont.  There,  the  defendant 
was  seeking  to  justify  his  breach  of  contract  by  general  imputations  of 
immorality  and  dishonesty ;  and  it  was  properly  held,  that,  to  constitute 
a  defence  on  that  ground,  the  charges  must  be  specific. 

*Talfourdy  Serjt.,  in  reply.  The  plea  leaves  it  in  doubt  whether  r*i  50 
the  defendant  means  to  allege  that  the  tools  found  on  the  premises 
after  the  robbery  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  or  merely  that  they 
were  tools  of  a  general  character  and  description  similar  to  those  used  by 
the  plaintiff,  or  by  persons  in  his  trade :  and  this  uncertainty  is  well  pointed 
out  by  the  demurrer.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  The  difficulty  that  most  presses  us 
is,  the  insufficiency  of  the  justification  as  to  the  entering  the  house.]  The 
plea  is  consistent  with  the  entire  absence  of  suspicion  on  the  defendant's 
part,  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  house  at  the  time  of  the  trespass.(a) 

Channellj  Serjt.,  prayed  leave  to  amend. 

Tdtdal,  C.  J.  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  plea  is  bad,  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  sufficiently  show  the  purpose  for  which  the  house 
was  entered.  That  purpose  may  have  been  either  to  search  for  the  stolen 
property,  or  to  arrest  the  plaintiff:  that  is  a  matter  which  ought  not  to 
have  been  left  in  doubt. 

Let  the  defendant  amend  within  a  week,  on  payment  of  costs ;  other- 
ume,  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  Rule  accordingly. 


ii» 
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•153]  "ANN  GUYARD  v.  SUTTON.    May  27. 

To  a  count  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  he  pleaded  in  ftor,  that,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  note,  the  plaintifi*  was  the  wife  of  A^  that  the  consideration  for  the  note  was 
the  k>an  of  money  of  A.  advanced  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  without  A.*s  autbonty 
and  against  his  will,  that  the  plaintitf  took  the  note,  and  held  and  still  holds  the  same  with- 
out the  authority  and  against  the  will  of  A^  and  that  he  never  had  any  property  in  or  zight 
to  the  note  y— 

Bddf  an  in£>rmal  plea  of  coverture. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  defendant  on  the  3d  of 
March,  1836,  whereby  he  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiiT  100/.  valae  re- 
ceived, on  demand  ;  i^ith  a  count  for  money  found  due  upon  an  account 
stated ;  and  a  general  breach. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  amongst  other  pleas,  as  follows : — <<  And  for  a 
further  plea  as  to  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  the  defendant  sajs, 
that,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  promissory  note  in  the  said  first  count 
of  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  the  wife  of  one  John  FraacLs 
Guyard ;  and  that  the  only  consideration  for  the  making  of  the  said  pro- 
missory note,  or  for  the  payment  of  the  amount  thereof,  was,  the  loan  of 
100/.,  the  money  of  the  said  J.  F.  Guyard,  which  was  advanced  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  without  his  authority  and  against  his  will ;  and 
the  defendant  says  that  the  plaintiff  took  and  received  the  said  note,  and 
always  held  and  $tiU  holds  the  same  without  the  authority  and  against  the 
will  of  the  said  J.  F.  Guyard  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  never  had,  nor  has 
she,  any  property  in  or  right  to  the  said  note,  or  to  receive  payment  of  the 
amount  thereof,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  that  there  never  was  any  other 
value  or  consideration  for  the  making  of  the  said  note,  or  for  the  payment 
by  the  defendant  of  the  amount  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof— verifica- 
tion. 

Special  d^urrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plea,  by  its  com- 
mencement and  conclusion,  purported  to  be  a  plea  in  bar;  whereas  it  dis- 
closed matter  pleadable  only  in  abatement,  and  not  in  bar — ^that  the  ple& 
should  *not  merely  have  stated  that  the  plaintiff  took  and  received 
^  the  note,  and  always  held,  and  still  holds  the  same  without  the 
authority  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  J.  F.  Guyard,  but  should  further 
have  stated  that  J.  F.  Guyard  had  revoked  or  disaffirmed  her  right  to  hold 
and  sue  for  the  same,  or  should  have  shown  that  the  amount  of  the  note 
had  been  satisfied  to  J.  F.  Guyard,  or  that  J.  F.  Guyard  had  discharged 
'the  defendant  from  payment  of,  or  ordered  him  not  to  pay  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff— that  it  should  have  alleged  and  shown  in  more  positive 
terms  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  or  property  whatever,  nor  any 
right,  in  equity  or  otherwise,  to  the  money  therein  alleged  to  have  been 
lent  to  the  defendant,  the  mere  allegation  that  the  money  was  the  money 
of  the  said  J.  F.  Guyard,  not  being  sufficient — that  it  was  not  averred  m 
the  plea  that  J.  F.  Guyard  was  alive  at  the  commencement  of  the  suity 
and^  for  any  thing  that  appeared  therein,  the  property  in  the  said  note 
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migbt  have  survived  to  the  plaiotifT  ailer  the  death  of  J.  F.  Guyard — ^that 
the  averment  that  the  plaintiflT  still  holds  the  note  without  the  authority, 
and  against  the  will  of  J.  F.  Guyard,  was  an  attempt  to  make  it  appear 
from  inference  that  the  said  J.  F.  Guyard  was  alive  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit — and  that  the  plea  was  double,  and  in  other  respects  uncertain^ 
informal,  and  insufficient. 

The  defendant  joined  in  demurrer. 

ChannMj  Seijt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.    The  plea  is  bpd  on  two 
grounds — first  it  does  not  show  with  sufficient  distinctness  that  the  hus« 
band  of  the  plaintiff  was  living  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  so  as  to  afibrd  an  answer  to  an  action  by  the  wife  upon  a  contract 
made  with  her — secondly,  it  is  an  informal  plea  of  coverture.  In  Gaters  v. 
Moddeyy  6  M.  &  W.  423,  it  *was  held  that  the  interest  in  a  pro-     r«i  55 
missory  note  given  to  a  wife  during  coverture,  the  consideration     '- 
for  which  was  money  advanced  by  her  during  the  coverture,  survives  to 
the  wife  after  the  deathof  her  husband,  unless  he  reduces  it  into  possession 
in  his  lifetime.    Reliance  will  probably  be  placed,  on  the  other  side,  upon 
the  £ict  that  this  money  is  alleged  to  have  been  the  property  of  the  hus- 
band :  but  the  observations  of  Parke,  B.,  in  Gaters  v.  Muddey^  show 
that  that  afibrds  no  distinction.     «« When,"  says  the  learned  baron,  «  a 
chose  in  action,  such  as  a  bond  or  note,  is  given  to  a  feme  covert,  the 
husband  may  elect  to  let  his  wife  have  the  bene^t  of  it^  or,  if  he  thinks 
proper,  he  may  take  it  himself:  and  if,  in  this  case,  the  husband  had  in 
his  lifetime  brought  an  action  upon  this  note  in  his  own  name,  that  would 
have  amounted  to  an  election  to  take  it  himself,  and  to  an  expression  of 
dissent  on  his  part  to  his  wife's  having  any  interest  in  it.    On  the  other 
hand,  he  may,  if  he  pleases,  leave  it  as  it  is ;  andj  in  that  case,  the  remedy 
on  it  survives  to  the  wife ;  or  he  may,  according  to  the  decision  in  PhU- 
Kskirk  v,  Plitckwellj  2  M.  &  Sel.  393,  adopt  another  course,  and  join  her 
name  with  his  own;  and,  in  that  case,  if  he  should  die  after  judgment, 
the  wife  would  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  note,  as  the  judgment 
would  survive  to  her."    The  only  words  here  that  give  any  colour  for 
supposing  the  husband  to  be  still  living  are  these  : — «  and  the  defendant 
further  says  that  the  plaintiff  took  and  received  the  said  note,  and  always 
held  and  still  holds  the  same  without  the  authority  and  against  the  will 
of  the  said  J.  F.  Guyard."   [Coltman,  J.    It  can  hardly  be  intended  that 
the  plaintifi*««  still  holds"  the  note  against  the  will  of  jier  husband^  unless 
he  is  living.]    It  ought  to  have  been  more  distinctly  averred.    At  all 
events,  the  plea  is  informal.  Coverture  is  pleadable  "^only  in  abate-     r«i  55 
ment.    Or,  if  it  is  to  be  treated  as  a  plea  in  bar,  it  contains  two 
distinct  averments,  either  of  which  would  be  an  answer  to  the  action. 
And  the  plea  is  not  the  less  obnoxious  to  the  charge  of  duplicity,  because 
one  of  the  grounds  of  defence  is  somewhat  loosely  pleaded. 

Ta//iard, Serjt,,  {with  whom  wii3  Ogle,)  cantrd.    The  plea. clearly  is 
not  double ;  the  whole  together  amounts  to  but  one  defence^  viz.  that  the 
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plaintiff  has  no  right  to  sue  upon  this  note.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  Is  not  this 
substantially  a  plea  in  abatement  only  ?  Cresswell,  J.  If  you  can  make 
out  that  the  wife  could  not  sue  at  all  upon  this  note,  either  with  or  with- 
out her  husband,  then  the  plea  may  be  a  plea  in  bttr ;  otherwise  it  is  a 
plea  in  abatement,  and  bad  in  form.  In  Bendix  v.  WeJcemaHy  12  M.  k 
W.  97,  it  was  held  that  the  coverture  of  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  pleaded 
in  bar  to  an  action  of  covenant  on  a  deed  made  between  the  defendant 
'and  the  plaintiff  during  her  coverture ;  it  is  matter  for  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment only.  And  Parke,  B.,  says :  «  The  effect  of  the  authorities  seems 
to  be,  that  prima  facie  the  right  of  action  on  this  covenant  belongs  to  the 
wife,  and  would  survive  to  her  on  the  death  of  her  husband  without  his 
having  reduced  it  into  possession.  If  the  plea  had  gone  on  to  show  that 
the  husband  had  dissented  from  her  right  in  some  operative  way,  as,  by 
taking  a  new  security,  so  as  to  vest  the  interest  in  himself,  it  might  have 
been  a  good  plea  in  bar,  but  it  certainly  is  not  so  as  it  stands."]  The 
cases  of  M^KeUage  ▼.  Holloway^  1  B.  &  Aid.  218,  Mcaon  v.  Morgan^ 
2  Ad.  &  E.  30,  and  CaUand  v.  Uoyd^  6  M.  &  W.  26,  show  that  this  was 
a  demand  for  which  the  husband  alone  ought  to  have  sued,  and  therefore 

*1571  ^^  P^^^  ^^  ^  ^^^  P'^^  ^'^  ^^^'  *[^^^'^^^^^9  J*  '^l^c  QO^c  having 
been  given  to  the  wife  in  her  own  name  only,  might  not  the  hus- 
band and  wife  have  joined  ?]     Possibly  they  might. 

ChanneUy  Serjt.,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  court. 

Tindal,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me,  that,  as  the  matter  alleged  in  this 
plea  was  pleadable  in  abatement,  and  in  abatement  only,  the  plea  is 
bad  in  point  of  form.  If  the  husband  had  died,  the  wife  might,  for  any 
thing  that  I  see,  have  sued  upon  the  note:  and,  if  that  be  so,  the  plea  is 
clearly  no  more  than  a  plea  in  abatement.  Bendix  v.  Wakeman  decides 
this  case.  That,  it  is  true,  was  the  ease  of  a  deed :  but  the  principle  is 
the  same. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurred.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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In  debl  for  money  had  and  receiyed,  &c^  tbe  defendant  pleaded,  that,  after  tbe  accruing  of 
the  debts  and  oaases  of  action,  the  defendant  executed  a  deed,  securing  to  the  plaintifr  t 
certain  annuity,  and  that  the  plaintiff  then  accepted  and  received  the  same  of  and  fiotn 
the  defendant  in  fiiU  satisftctioD  and  discharge  of  aU  the  said  scTeral  debts  and  causef 
of  action. 

The  plaintiff  replied,  that  no  memorial  of  the  annuity  deed  was  emoUed  pursoaot  to  die 
statute;  that,  the  annuity  being  in  anear,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  to  recover  th« 
amount  of  the  arrear;  that  the  defendant  pleaded  in  bar  of  that  action  the  non-enrolment 
of  the  memorial;  and  that  thereupon  the  plaintiff  elected  and  agreed  that  the  iodentuie 
should  be  null  and  Toid,  as  pleaded  by  the  defendant,  and  discontinued  the  act]OD>* 

BMt  a  good  answer  to  the  plea,  inasmuch  as  it  showed  that  theaoooid  and  satisfaction  thereb]r 
set  up  had  been  rendered  nugatory  and  unavailing  by  the  act  of  the  defendant  bimflelil 

Debt,  for  money  had  and  receivedt  for  interest,  and  for  money  found 
due  upon  an  account  stated. 
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Plea,  that,  after  the  accruing  of  the  said  several  debts  ^and  r«i  50 
causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  September,  1841,  be 
the  defendant  sealed  with  his  seal  in  that  behalf,  and  then  as  his  act  and 
deed  delivered,  a  certain  indenture  in  writing,  bearing  date,  to  wit,  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  made  between  the  defendant  of  the  first 
part,  the  plaintiff  of  the  second  part,  and  one  Weston  of  the  third  part, 
(profert  excusied,)  and  thereby — after  reciting,  amongst  other  things,  that 
the  defendant  had  contracted  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  absolute  sale  to  her 
of  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  of  308/.,  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintifT,  her 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  during  the  life  of  the  defendant, 
in  manner  and  form  as  therein  was  mentioned — ^he  the  defendant  did  give, 
grant,  and  confirm  unto  the  plaintifi*,  her  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  of  308/.,  to  be  yearly  issuing, 
payable,  had,  received,  and  taken  by  the  plaintiff  upon  certain  lands 
therein  more  particularly  mentioned,  and  which  said  writing  obligatory 
the  defendant  then  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  then  accepted 
and  received  the  same  of  and  from  the  defendant,  in  full  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  all  the  said  several  debts  and  causes  of  action  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  and  of  all  damages  by  the  plaintiff  sustained  by  reason 
of  the  detention  thereof-^verification. 

Replication,  that  the  indenture  in  the  plea  mentioned  was  made  and 
entered  into  by  and  between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  and  Weston 
after  the  passing  of  the  53  6.  3,  c.  141,  intituled  «( An  act  to  repeal  an 
act  of  the  seventeenth  year  of  his  present  majesty,  intituled  « An  act  for 
registering  the  grants  of  life  annuities,  and  for  the  better  protection  of 
infants  against  such  grants,'  and  to  substitute  other  provisions  in  lieu 
there<^,"  and  that  the  said  anntiity  in  the  indenture  ^mentioned  r«,  |.q 
was  granted  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  upon  and  for  a  pe- 
cuniary consideration  in  that  behalf,  and  that  the  said  indenture  was  made 
and  entered  into  by  and  between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  and  Wes- 
ton for  the  said  pecuniary  consideration  by  the  plaintiff  so  given  and  paid 
to  the  defendant  in  that  behalf  as  aforcysaid,  and  that  no  memorial  of  the 
said  indenture  was  enrolled  in  the  high  court  of  Chancery  within  thirty 
days  after  the  execution  thereof,  according  to  the  directions  of  the  said 
statute ;  that,  afterwards,  and  after  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  after  the 
execution  of  the  indenture,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to 
wit,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1844,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  770/.  of 
the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum,  for  two  years  and  a  half  of  another  year, 
next  following  the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  and  which  immediately 
preceded  and  ended  on  the  said  29th  day  of  the  said  month  of  March, 
became  due  and  payable  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  payment 
thereof  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
defendant,  who  then  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  same ;  that 
the  said  sum  of  money  being  so  owing  and  in  arrear  as  aforesaid,  she  the 
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plaintifi^  for  the  reeoveiy  of  the  same,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &€.,  sue 
and  prosecute  out  of  the  £Ourt  of  Queen's  Bench  at  Westminster,  a  certaip 
writ  of  our  lady  the  queen  called  a  writ  of  summons,  bearing  date,  &c., 
directed  to  the  defendant,  whereby  the  defendant  was  commanded,  &c., 
and  that  such  writ  was  so  sued  out  and  prosecuted  as  aforesaid  out  of  the 
said  court  by  the  plaintiff,  with  intent  that  the  defendant  might,  by  Turtue 
^liereof,  appear  in  the  said  court  to  answer  her  in  the  said  action,  and  that 
^  plaintiflf  might  thereupon  declare  against  him  the  defendant  upon  aod 
for  the  said  sum  of  money  so  due  and  owing  from  the  defendant  to  tl^ 
*1601     P'^i^^i^  ^  aforesaid ;  that  the  defendant  afterwards,  *to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  appeared  in  the  said  court  to  answer 
the  plaintiff  in  the  said  action,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  according  to 
the  said  intent,  did  afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  declare,  amongst  other  things,  in  the  said  action — tb^t 
whereas,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  September,  1841,  by  a  certain 
indenture  then  made  between  the  defendant  of  the  first  part,  the  plaintiff 
of  the  second  part,  and  the  said  T.  £.  Weston  of  the  third  part^  (profert,) 
he  the  defendant  did  covenant  with  the  plaintiff  that  he  the  defendant 
should  and  would  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  plaintiQ^ 
during  his,  the  plaintiff's  natural  life,  a  certain  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of 
308/.,  free  from  all  taxes,  and  without  any  deduction  whatsoever,  at  the 
days  and  times  and  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  indenture  expressed 
and  appointed  for  payment  thereof,  that  is  to  say,  &c.  &c.,  the  first  pay- 
ment of  the  said  annuity  to  begin  and  be  made  on  the  29th  of  December 
next  ensuing  the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture ;  as  by  the  said  indenture,  referenpe 
being  thereunto  had,  would,  amongst  other  things,  more  fully  and  at  large 
)ippear ;  and  the  plaintiff  in  fact  further  said,  that,  after  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture,  and  before  the  commencement  of  that  suit,  to  wit,  on  tlie 
S9th  of  March,  1844,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  770/., 
of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum,  for  two  years  and  the  half  of  another 
year,  next  following  the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  and  which  immedi- 
ately preceded  and  ended  on  the  day  and  year  therein  last  aforesaid,  became 
due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  still  remained  in  arrear,  cop- 
truy  to  the  said  indenture  and  the  said  covenant  of  the  defendant  in  thfit 
behalf;  that  the  defendant  thereupon,  afterwards,  and  before  the  coqi- 
mencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  did,  amongst  other  things,  plead 
*1611     *^^  ^^  ^^^  declaration  in  the  manner  following,  that  is  to  say, 
^    that  the  indenture  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  made  and 
entered  into  after  the  passing  of  the  53  G.  3,  c.  141,  intituled,  &c.,  and 
that  the  said  annuity  was  granted  upon  and  for  a  pecuniary  consideration 
in  that  behalf;  and  the  defendant  further  said  that  no  memorial  of  the 
indenture  in  that  declaration  mentioned  was  enrolled  in  the  high  court  of 
Chancery  within  thirty  days  after  the  execution  thereof,  according  to  the 
directions  of  the  said  act  of  parliament,  and  that  this  he  the  defendant 
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was  ready  to  verify:  that  the  indenture  in  the  said  plea  of  the  defendant 
and  in  the  said  declaration  of  the  plaintiff  mentioned,  was  one  and  the 
same  indenture,  and  that  the  same  was  void,  a  memorial  thereof  not  having 
heen  enrolled  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute:  that  the  plain 
tiff,  afterwards,  and  after  the  pleading  of  the  said  pleas  in  the  said  action 
of  debt  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  November,  1844,  elected  and  then  consented 
and  agreed f  solely  in  consequence  of  the  said  plea  so  pleaded  by  the  de- 
fendant and  stating  the  said  indenture  to  be  null  and  void  as  aforesaid, 
that  the  said  indetUure  shotUd  be  null  and  void^  as  pleaded  by  the  defend- 
ant ;  that  thereupon  she,  the  plaintiff,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  entered  a 
discontinuance  of  the  said  action  of  debt,  and  the  same  was  thereby  then 
abated,  and  ceased,  and  was  and  is  thereby  wholly  determined  and  ended ; 
and  that  the  said  sum  of  77M.,  and  every  part  thereof,  was  and  still  is 
wholly  unpaid  and  unsatisfied  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff— verification. 
Demurrer  to  this  plea,  assigning  for  causes,  amongst  others,  that  the 
replication  was  no  answer  to  the  plea,  inasmuch  as  it  was  alleged  in  the 
plea  that  the  defendant  gave  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  indenture  in  fuM 
'satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  causes  of  action  to  which  the  rmign 
plea  was  pleaded,  which  facts  the  plaintiff  admitted  by  the  repli- 
cation ;  and,  such  being  the  case,  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken  to  have 
accepted  such  indenture  for  better  and  for  worse,  and  therefore  could  not 
undo  an  accord  and  satisfaction,  which  had  thus  been  completely  carried 
into  efiect,  by  showing  matter  ex  post  facto  by  which  the  indenture  wa^ 
supposed  to  have  been  rendered  useless  and  void,  to  wit,  the  election  of 
the  defendant  to  render  the  indenture  void  for  the  reasons  mentioned  in  the 
replication — ^that  the  replication,  showing  facts  by  which  the  indenture  was 
supposed  to  become  useless,  was  nothing  more  than  an  argumentative 
traverse  that  such  indenture  was  given  and  accepted  in  accord  and  satis- 
faction as  mentioned  in  the  plea,  or  else  was  a  mere  allegation  that  the 
thing  given  in  accord  and  satisfaction  was  of  no  value ;  a  ground  which 
the  plaintiff  might  have  taken  by  simply  traversing  the  accord  and  satis^ 
&ction — that  the  replication  should  have  concluded  to  the  country,  and 
not  with  a  verification— 'that  it  was  a  departure  from  the  ground  taken  by 
the  plaintiff  in  her  declaration,  inasmuch  as  if  the  indenture  was  given 
and  accepted  in  accord  and  satisfaction,  as  set  forth  in  the  plea,  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  declared  upon  a  new  cause  of  action  then  furnished  to  her 
— ^that  the  replication  was  bad  for  pleading  matters  of  evidence,  inasmuch 
as  if  the  plaintiff  meant  to  rest  her  case  upon  the  indenture  therein  men- 
tioned becoming  void,  she  should  simply  have  said  so,  and  not  set  forth 
in  the  replication  the  proceedings  in  the  former  action  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant,  and  the  discontinuance  of  such  former  action  by 
the  plaintiff,  all  which  focts  were  merely  matters  of  evidence,  the  setting 
forth  of  which  at  length  on  the  record  tended  to  prolixity  and  the  useless 
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multiplication  of  issues,  and  was  contrary  to  the  rules  of  pleading — that 
*16^1  ^^^  replication  was  ^double,  inasmuch  as,  after  setting  forth  the 
said  facts  and  matters  of  evidence,  which  in  themselves  would  be 
stiflScient,  as  the  plaintiff*  contended,  to  render  null  and  void  the  said 
indenture,  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  assert,  that,  after  the  pleading  of  the 
said  pleas  in  the  former  action,  the  defendant  elected  and  agreed  that  6ie 
said  indenture  should  be  null  and  void,  such  assertion  being  idle,  double, 
•and  unnecessary,  in  conjunction  with  the  former  part  of  the  replication — 
diat  no  facts  were  stated  in  the  replication  showing  an  election  or  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  the  indenture  should  be  null  and 
void ;  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  by  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  that,  in  the 
former  action  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  the  defendant,  in 
addition  to  the  said  plea  in  the  former  action  set  out  in  the  replication,  to 
wit,  that  the  annuity  was  void  for  want  of  enrolment  according  to  the 
statute,  pleaded  along  with  such  last-mentioned  plea  divers  other  pleas  to 
the  said  former  action ;  and  it  was  consistent  with  the  replication  that  the 
plaintiff  might  have  discontinued  such  former  action,  because  she  could 
furnish  no  answer  to  the  said  other  pleas  which  the  defendant  pleaded 
therein,  and  though  she  now  chose  to  allege  that  such  plea  of  want  of 
enrolment  of  the  annuity  was  the  sole  cause  and  motive  for  her  discon- 
tinuing the  said  action,  yet  the  defendant  could  not  take  issue  upon  such 
a  circumstance  as  the  plaintiff's  motives — that  the  replication  should  have 
shown  some  notification  to  the  defendant,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  plaintiff  accepted  such  offer  of  holding  the  annuity  void,  if,  as  the 
plaintiff  contended,  pleading  the  said  plea  of  non-enrolment  amounted  to 
such  an  offer,  and  there  was  nothing  to  show — inasmuch  as  it  was  not 
«!leged  in  the  replication — that  any  acceptance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
to  such  offer  of  the  defendant  was  made  at  any  time  before  the  commence- 

*1641  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^»  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  *made  at  all ;  and  it 
was  consistent  with  the  replication,  that  the  defendant  might  have 
been  bound  to  treat  the  said  annuity  as  void,  and  not  the  plaintiff— and 
that  it  was  not  stated  that  the  plaintiff'^  as  well  as  the  defendant^  agreed 
that  the  said  indenture  should  be  null  and  void,  &c. 

The  plaintiff  joined  in  demurrer. 

Channellf  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  J.  Brawriy)  insupport  of  the  demurrer. 
Undoubtedly,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  this  replication,  the  con- 
sideration money  paid  for  the  annuity  may  be  recovered  back ;  but  it  did 
not  become  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  until  the 
defendant  elected  to  avoid  the  annuity:  Cotoper  v.  Godmond^  9  Bing.  748, 
SM.Sl  Scott,  219 ;  Churchill  v.  Bertrand,  2  Gale  &  D.  648  ;  Huggins  v. 
CoateSf  5  Q.  B.  432.  The  defendailt  having  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff 
accepted  and  received  the  annuity  deed  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge» 
the  plaintiff  might  have  directly  traversed  that :  the  replication,  however, 
is  an  informal  and  argumentative  denial  of  the  alleged  acceptance  in  satis- 
faction, setting  up  an  entirely  new  cause  of  action.     In  Sard  v.  Rhodes^ 
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1  M.  &  W.  153,  Tyrwh.  &  Gr.  298,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  743,  in  assumpsit  by 
the  endorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  43/.,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded,  that,  aAer  the  bill  became  due,  one  T.  P.,  the  drawer  oi 
the  bill,  made  his  promissory  note  for  44/.,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  bill :  the  plaintiff  replied, 
that,  although  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  note  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  bill, 
yet  thaf  the  note  was  not  paid  when  due,  and  still  remained  unpaid :  and 
it  was  held  that  the  replication  was  bad,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  having 
accepted  the  note  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  bill,  could  not 
sue  *upon  the  latter;  and  that  the  plea  was  sufficient.  [Creiss^  r*165 
WELL,  J.  There,  the  substituted  security  remained  available  in 
the  hands  of  the  plaintiff.] 

Talfourdj  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Ogky)  contrit.  The  replication  doea 
not  deny  the  existence  or  the  receipt  of  the  annuity  deed,  but  alleges  that 
it  was  subject  to  a  condition  imposed  by  the  statute,  which  was  not  per* 
formed,  and  that  the  defendant  himself  elected  to  avoid  the  deed,  and  so 
she^  the  plaintiff,  was  remitted  to  her  original  right  The  authorities  show 
that  the  grantee  cannot  recover  back  the  consideration  money,  on  the 
ground  of  non-enrolment,  or  the  enrolment  of  a  defective  memorial,  until 
some  act  done  by  the  grantor  to  intimate  his  intention  to  avoid  the  grant : 
Scurfidd  V.  Ghwland^  6  East,  241 ;  Waters  v.  Mamell^  3  Taunt.  56 ;  Dam 
V.  Bryofij  6  B.  &  C.  651,  9  D.  &  R.  726.  [Cresswell,  J.  The  grantee 
cannot  say  the  consideration  has  failed,  so  long  as  he  receives  the  annuity. 
TiNDAL,  C.  J.  I  think  the  plaintiff  might  safely  have  traversed  the  plea : 
I  do  not  see  how  the  defendant,  having  by  his  own  act  elected  to  avoid  the 
grant,  can  be  permitted  to  set  it  up  as  an  accord  and  satisfaction.] 

Chanaelly  Seijt.,  was  heard  in  reply. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  Upon  the  best  consideration  I  am  able  to  give  to  this 
case,  I  think  the  plea  cannot  be  sustained  :(a)  it  shows  no  real  satisfaction. 
And  the  replication  shows  that  the  deed  which  was  delivered  to  the  plains, 
tiff  in  satisfaction,  by  the  act  or  default  of  the  defendant,  became  wholly 
inoperative  and  void.  I  think  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  set  up  as  an 
accord,  a  ^security  which  by  his  own  act  is  reduced  to  nothing*  r*iQQ 
I  therefore  think  the  replication  good,  and  consequently  that  the 
plaintiff  must  have  judgment. 

CoLTMAN,  J*  I  think  also  that  the  plaintiff  has  properly  shown  by  hia 
replication  that  that  which  professed  to  be  a  satisfaction,  was,  in  truth,  no 
satisfaction  at  all. 

Cresswell,  J.,  concurred.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  The  plea  would  appear  to  be  good  until  met  hy  a  general  traverse,  or  by  special  repli- 
eation  showing  the  nuUiiy  oi  the  alleged  satisfiiction* 


166        In  the  Htttter  of  Jane  Turner.  T.  T.  1846. 


In  the  Matter  of  JANE  TURNER.    May  29. 

Upon  a  motion  on  the  part  of  a  married  woman,  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  s.  91,  to  oonve/ 
her  interest  in  property  without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  on  the  ground  that  he  is 
of  unsound  mind,  the  affldayit  must  show  in  distinct  terms,  or  by  neoessary  iofereooe,  diflt 
the  husband  is  lunatic  at  tht  timt  of  the  appHcation, 

CHANNELLy  Seijt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  an  order,  nnder 
the  ninety-first  section  of  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  to  dispense  with  the  con- . 
currence  of  the  husband  of  Jane  Turner  in  a  conveyance  for  the  extin- 
guishment of  her  right  to  dower  in  a  certain  estate,  the  hnsband  being  a 
lunatic.  The  appKcation  was  founded  upon  the  affidavit  of  the  wife, 
which  stated  that  the  deponent  was  married  to  John  Turner,  at,  &c.,  on 
the  22d  of  June,  1819 ;  that  a  commission  of  lunacy  was,  in  or  about  the 
month  of  January,  1841,  issued  by  the  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great 
Britain  against  the  said  John  Turner,  under  which  he  had  been  duly  found 
a  lunatic ;  that  Charles  Challen,  of,  &c.,  had  been  appointed  the  commit- 
tee of  his  estate ;  that,  by  aft  order  made,  in  the  matter  of  the  said  John 
Turner,  by  the  chancellor,  bearing  date  the  28th  of  March,  1846,  his  lord- 
ship did  order,  that,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  fund  for  the  discharge  of 
the  debts,  encumbrances,  and  costs  then  due  and  owing  from  the  said 
lunatic  and  his  estate,  the  estate  of  the  said  lunatic,  situate  at  Elvetham, 
mi^'ji  *in  the  county  of  Southampton,  should  be  under  the  provisions  of 
^  the  11  G.  4,  &  1  W.  4,  c.  65,  <(  for  consolidating  and  amending 
the  laws  relating  to  property  belonging  to  inrants, — femes  covert,  idiots, 
lunatics,  and  persons  of  unsound  mind,'*  sold  to  Lord  Calthorpe,  at  the 
price  approved  of  by  the  master,  and  upon  the  terms  specified  in  the  agree- 
ment therein  mentioned ;  and,  upon  payment  of  the  sum  of  3500/.,  the 
purchase-money  for  the  said  estate,  his  lordship  did  further  order  that  the 
said  Charles  Challen,  as  such  committee  as  aforesaid,  should,  in  the  place 
of  the  said  lunatic,  execute  such  deed  or  deeds  as  should  be  necessary  for 
conveying  the  said  estate  at  Elvetham  to  Lord  Calthorpe,  his  heirs  and 
Itssigns,  or  as  he  or  they  should  direct,  such  deed  or  deeds  to  be  settled 
and  approved  of  by  the  master  in  lunacy,  in  case  the  parties  differed  about 
the  same ;  that,  on  the  occasion  of  her  malrriage  with  the  said  John  Tur- 
ner, no  settlement,  or  agreement  for  a  settlement,  was  made  upon  her,  nor 
liny  jointure  in  lieu  of  dower ;  and  that  her  right  to  dower  still  existed  in 
the  Said  estate  at  Elvetham,  and  the  deponent  was  desirous  of  extinguish- 
ing such  right,  so  that  the  conveyance  of  the  said  estate  at  Elvetham  to 
Lord  Calthorpe  fliight  be  made  free  therefrom. 

The  clerk  of  the  rules  having  suggested  a  doubt  whether  the  above  affi- 
davit sufficiently  showed  that  the  husband  was  still  a  lunatic,  the  learned 
Serjeant  now  renewed  his  motion. 

Per  curiam.  We  think  the  necessary  inference  from*  the  facts  stated  in 
the  affidavit,  is,  that  the  husband  is  still  a  lunatic ;  and  therefore  the  rule 
may  go.  Fiat« 
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]■  a  30imt  by  an  endorsee  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill  drawn  payable  in  London^  the  venue 
being  laid  in  London,  a  general  aUegation  of  presentment  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  ali6- 
gadonr  of  a  presentment  ht  London  since  die  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  r.  8. 

(^iwn  whether  the  defect  would  have  been  aided  by  the  defendant's  pleading  over,  if  the 
venue  had  been  laid  elsewhere. 

Tms  was  an  action  of  assnmpsit  by  endorsees  against  an  endorser  of  a 
bin  of  exchange.  The  declaration  stated  that  one  Simpson,  on,  &c.,  made 
his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  bearing  date,  &c.,  and  directed  the  same 
to  one  Pauleston,  and  thereby  required  Pauleston  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
him,  Simpson,  in  London^  the  sum  of  198/. ;  that  Simpson  then  endorsed 
the  said  bill  to  the  defendant,  wha  then  endorsed  the  same  to  one  Raynes, 
who  then  endorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintifis ;  and  that  Pauleston  did  not 
pay  the  said  bill,  although  the  same  was  presented  to  him  for  payment  on 
the  day  when  it  became  due^  whereof  the  defendant  then  had  due  notice. 

The  endorsements  and  the  notice  of  dishonour  were  respectively  tra- 
versed, but  there  was  no  traverse  of  the  presentment.  . 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Maule,  J.,  at  the  second  sitting  in  London 
in  the  last  term.  It  appeared  that  the  bill  became  due  on  Wednesday,  the 
iStfa  of  March,  and  that  the  defendant  received  notice  of  its  dishonour  on 
fhe  20th,  at  Liverpool.  There  Was  no  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  to  account  for  the  intermediate  day,  nor  any  evidence  of  the  course 
€{  post  between  London  and  Liverpool :  but  it  was  objected,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  that  the  notice  was  out  of  time.  A  verdict  having  been 
found  for  the  plaintiff, 

ByleSj  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that, 
upon  the  above  state  of  facts,  the  leiarned  judge  ought  to  have  directed  the 
jury  to  find  *the  issue  on  the  want  of  notice,  for  the  defendant.  r«f  |;^ 
He  submitted  that  the  plaintiff  Ought  to  have  given  some  evidence 
to  account  for  the  notice  not  reaching  the  defendant  on  the  19th,  which, 
according  to  the  ordinary  course  of  the  post,  it  would  have  done,  if  sent 
in  time,  or  to  show  that  the  bill  was  in  the  hands  of  a  banker  or  of  some 
third  person,  so  as  to  justify  the  delay.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  Judicially,  we 
know  nothing  of  the  course  of  the  post.  If  the  defendant  wished  to  avail 
himself  of  the  supposed  delay,  he  should  have  given  some  evidence  of  it* 
Upon  this  point,  therefore,  there  will  be  no  rule.] 

The  learned  Serjeant  then  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  declaration  contained  no  sufficient  averment  of  a  presentment  for 
payment  m  London.  He  cited  Gibb  v.  Mather^  8  Bingh.  214,  1  M.  & 
Scott,  387,  and  Lyon  v.  Jfott,  5  M.  &  W.  250,  2  Horn  &  Hurlstone,  41. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

DowUngj  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Barstow,)  showed  cause.  The  alle- 
gation might  possibly  be  an  insufficient  allegation  of  presentment  to  the 
drawee  tn  London^  if  objected  to  on  special  demurrer;  but,  after  verdict, 
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it  is  well  enough.  [Cbesswell,  J.  The  verdict  does  not  help  you.  It 
is  only  upon  the  supposition  that  the  fact  must  have  been  proved  at  the 
•trial,  or  the  judge  would  have  directed  the  jury  to  find  the  other  way, 
that  any  aid  is  derived  from  the  verdict.  Maule,  J.  It  is  not  alleged 
that  the  bill  was  duly  presented.]  London  being  the  only  place  mentionied, 
it  must  be  assumed  that  the  presentment  took  place  there.  The  count  is 
in  the  form  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  rule  of  Trinity  term,  1  W.  4. 
[Maule,  J.  The  words  «(then  and  there'^  are  omitted,  in  the  averment 
of  presentment.]  In  this  respect,  the  pleader  has  properly  complied  with 
M701     ^^^  ^direction  in  R.  H.  4  W.  4,  that  <<the  name  of  a  county  shall 

in  all  cases  be  stated  in  the  margin  of  a  declaration,  and  shall  be 
taken  to  be  the  venue  intended  by  the  plaintiff,  and  no  venue  shall  be  staled 
in  the  body  of  the  declaration^  or  in  any  subsequent  pleading. "(a)  It  must* 
now  be  assumed  that  the  plaintiff  proved  at  the  trial  all  that  was  necessaiy 
to  support  this  a]Iegation.(i)  In  Parks  y.  Edge.^  1  C.  &  M.  429,(c)  it  was 
held,  that,  in  a  declaration  by  an  endorsee  of  a  bill  against  an  endorser, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  a  special  acceptance  to  pay  at  a  particular 
place,  or  a  presentment  at  such  place:  it  is  sufficient  to  state  a  general 
presentment  to  the  drawee,  without  stating  any  acceptance,  and  to  prove 
the  presentment  at  the  particular  place  pointed  out  by  the  acceptance. 
The  declaration  there  was  precisely  in  the  form  here  adopted;  and  Bay- 
ley,  B.,  said:  «  As  to  the  objection  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff 
to  allege  in  his  declaration  a  presentment  at  the  particular  place,  No.  8, 
Cloak  Lane — the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  a  presentment,  but  the  man* 
ner  and  place  of  presentment  are  matter  of  evidence.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  state  an  acceptance,  whether  general  or  at  a  particular  place,  against 
any  party,  except  the  acceptor;  and,  therefore,  a  plaintiff  who  declares 
without  stating  an  acceptance  by  the  drawee,  cannot  be  bound  to  state  on 
the  record  such  a  presentment  as  the  real  acceptance  requires.  It  is 
merely  matter  of  evidence,  and  the  proof  of  the  presentment  at  the  par- 
ticular place  pointed  out  by  the  drawee,  is  evidence  of  the  general  pre- 
sentment alleged  in  the  declaration."  [Maule,  J.  The  necessity  of  a 
*1711     ^^^^^"^^  allegation  of  presentment  in  London^  if  any  exists,  ^arises 

here  from  the  fact  of  there  being  a  direction  in  the  bill  on  the 
part  of  the  drawer  to  pay  the  bill  there.  If  the  drawer  directs  the  drawee 
to  pay  the  bill  at  a  particular  place,  the  liability  of  the  drawer  and  endor- 
sers arises  only  on  the  drawee's  failure  to  pay  upon  the  bill  being  presented 
to  him  at  the  place  indicated.  Unless  the  construction  first  contended  for 
is  correct,  a  presentment  at  Paris  would  sustain  this  allegation.]  In  Lyon 
V.  HoUj  Parke,  B.,  intimates  an  opinion  that,  after  verdict,  presentment 

(a)  Sect.  8.    *'  Provided  that,  in  cases  where  local  description  is  now  required,  snch  local 
description  sbaU  be  given." 

Had  the  venue  been  in  Middlesex  there  must  have  been  an  allegation  of  presentmeat  in 
London.    The  allegation  iS|  therefore,  not  matter  of  vtmn, 

(b)  It  was  not  in  issue. 

(c)  There,  the  bill  was  accepted  "payable  at  8  Cloak  Lane,  Cheepside." 
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to  the  acceptor  would  be  taken  to  mean  presentment  according  to  the  tenor 
and  effect  of  the  bill. 

Bifksj  Serjt.,  in  support  of  his  rule.  Three  questions  will  arise  here^- 
first,  whether  this  declaration  would  have  been  sufficient  before  the  statute 
1  &  2  G.  4,  c.  78 — secondly,  whether  that  statute  makes  any  difference 
in  that  respect — thirdly,  whether  the  infirmity  of  the  declaration  is  aided 
by  the  verdict.  The  case  of  Rotoe  v.  Youngs  2  B.  &B.  165,  2  Bligh,  391 , 
which  occasioned  the  passing  of  the  1  &  2  G.  4,  c.  78,  is  a  distinct  actho- 
rity  to  show  that  the  general  allegation  of  presentment  here  would  have 
been  held  bad.  [Maule,  J.  The  statute  can  have  no  application  to  this 
case.  Where  the  drawee  is  required  to  pay  the  bill  at  a  particular  place^ 
by  accepting  generally,  he  engages  to  pay  at  the  time  and  place  required.] 
Saundersan  v.  Botoes^  14  East,  500,  and  Gibh  v.  Mather^  are  also  authori* 
ties  to  show  that  a  presentment  at  the  place  indicated  by  the  drawer  must 
be  averred  and  proved.  The  cases  cited  are  not  by  any  means  inconsistent 
with  this  argument.  Then,  is  the  defect  cured  by  the  verdict  ?  [Maule,  J. 
It  is  not  the  verdict  that  aids ;  it  is  the  pleading  aver.  If  the  language  of 
the  declaration  ^is  ambiguous,  and  the  defendant  pleads  over,  it  fi'ja 
must,  if  capable  of  such  a  construction,  be  taken  in  a  sense  that 
will  require  an  answer :  Hobson  v.  Middleton^  6  B.  & C.  302, 9  D.  &  R.  249.] 
That  rule  only  holds  as  to  that  part  of  the  declaration  to  which  the  plead- 
ing over  applies.  The  dictum  of  Bayley,  J.,  in  Hobson  v.  Middleton^ 
appears  to  have  been  founded  upon  the  case  of  Avery  v.  Hooky  Cowp.  825, 
which,  however,  does  not  quite  warrant  it.  [Maule,  J.  The  rule  is  very 
distincdy  laid  down  both  by  Holroyd,  J.,  and  Bayley,  J.]  In  the  notes 
to  Stennel  v.  Hogg^  1  Wms.  Saund.  228,  it  is  thus  stated :  <«  Where  there 
is  any  defect,  imperfection,  or  omission  in  any  pleading,  whether  in  sub- 
stance or  form,  which  would  have  been  a  fatal  objection  upon  demurrer ; 
yet,  if  the  issue  joined  be  such  as  necessarily  required,  on  the  trial,  proc^ 
of  the  facts  so  defectively  or  imperfectly  stated  or  omitted,  and  without 
which  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  either  the  judge  would  direct  the  jury 
to  give,  or  the  jury  would  have  given,  the  verdict,  such  defect,  imperfec- 
tion, or  omission,  is  cured  by  the  verdict,  by  the  common  law."  «  But, 
where  there  was  any  defect,  omission,  or  imperfection,  though  in  form  only, 
in  some  coUaieral  parts  of  the  pleading  that  were  not  in  issue  between  the 
parties,  so  that  there  was  no  room  to  presume  that  the  defect  or  omission 
was  supplied  by  proof,  a  verdict  did  not  cure  them  by  the  common  kiw." 
So,  in  Butt^s  coity  7  Co.  Rep.  25  a,  it  is  said,  that,  <«if  the  avowry,  or 
any  count  or  replication,  &c.,  wants  form,  or  omits  circumstance  of  time, 
place,  &c.,  then  the  plea  of  the  other  party  may  mend  such  imperfections, 
but  cannot  supply  the  defect  of  matter  of  substance."  And  in  Dr.  Bon- 
ham^s  €056,  8  Co.  Rep.  120  b,  it  is  said  that  «the  difference  is,  when  the 
plaintiff  replies,  and  by  his  replication  it  appears  that  he  has  no  cause 
of  '^action,  there  he  shall  never  have  judgment:  but,  when  the  r«i73, 
bar  is  insufficient  in  matter,  or  amounts  (as  the  case  is)  to  a  con- 
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fessioD  of  the  point  of  the  action,  and  the  plaiotifT  replies,  and  shows  the  troth 
of  the  matter  to  enforce  his  case,  and  in  judgment  of  law  it  is  not  material, 
yet  the  plaintiff  shall  have  judgment,  for,  it  is  true  that  sometimes  the  de- 
claration shall  be  made  good  by  the  bar,  and  sometimes  the  bar  by  the 
replication,  and  sometimes  the  replication  by  the  rejoinder,  &c. ;  but  the 
difference  is,  when  the  declaration  wants  time,  place,  or  other  circumstance, 
itmay  be  made  good  by  the  bar;  so  of  the  bar,  replication,.  &c.,  as  appears 
in  18  E.  4, 16  b.(a)  But,  when  the  declaration  wants  substance,  no  bar  can 
makeitgood;  soof  the  bar,replication,&c.;  and  therewith  agrees6E.4,2,(6) 
a  good  case."  [Maule,  J.  It  is  quite  true,  that  an  omission  of  matter  of 
substance  is  not  cured  by  pleading  over.]  In  Chitty  on  Pleading,  7tfa 
edit.  p.  703,  the  rule  is  thus  stated:  <«  A  defect  in  pleading  is  aidtd^  if  the 
adverse  party  pUad  over  to,  or  answer,  the  defective  pleading  in  such  a 
manner  that  an  omission  or  informality  therein  is  expressly  or  impUedly 
supplied  or  rendered  formal  or  intelligible,  (c)  The  following  are  a  few 
instances  of  express  aider.  In  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bond,  where  the 
declaration  specified  no  place  in  which  the  bond  was  made,  it  was  held 
that  a  plea  of  duress  <  apud  B.'  supplied  the  omission  in  the  declaration;  as 
such  a  plea  contained  a  distinct  admission  that  the  bond  was  made  at  the 
*1741  P'^^^  where  the  alleged  duress  was.(c/)  In  an  action  for  *slander, 
where  the  declaration  averred  that  the  plaintiff  was  /arsworfij 
without  showing  how,  it  was  determined  that  this  defect  was  aided  by  a 
plea  of  justification,  which  alleged  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  stated  in  the 
declaration  to  be  a  constable,  had  taken  a /idse  oath  at  the  sessions.{e) 
And,  again,  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  a  hook,  where  the  plaintiff 
omitted  to  state  that  it  was  his  hook,  or  that  it  was  in  bis  possession;  and 
the  defendant,  in  his  plea,  justified  the  taking  the  hook  out  of  the  plaintiff* 
hand;  the  court  held,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  omission 
in  the  declaration  was  supplied  by  the  plea."(y*)  [Maule,  J.  The  total 
omission  of  an  allegation  of  the  presentment  of  the  bill,  would  not  be 
cured  by  pleading  over.]  The  presentment  should  have  been  alleged  to 
have  been  made  in  London :  the  allegation,  as  it  stands,  is  not  an  equivocal 
or  a  defective  statement  that  may  be  aided  by  pleading  over.  [Maule,  J* 
I  do  not  think  the  rule,  as  to  the  effect  of  pleading  over,  comes  in  question 
here :  that  doctrine  arose  long  before  any  distinction  was  made  between 
general  and  special  demurrer.]  The  objection  is  not  removed  by  the  rule 
of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4.  [Cresswell,  J.  Suppose  the  presentment  bad 
been  alleged  to  have  been  made  <«  there,  to  wit,  in  Londan^^^  would  that 


(a)  M.  18  E.  4,  fo.  16,  pi.  19.  (b)  M.  6  E.  4,  fo.  2,  pi.  4. 

?c)  Citing  Com.  Dig.  Pkadar,  C.  85,  R  37;  Co.  Litt  303  b;  FouU  v.  WtUi, 

2  D.  &  R.  133;  Fletcher  ▼.  Pogmm,  3  &  &  C.  192,  5  D.  &  R.  1;  Stephen  on  Pleading,  dthedit 


leO;  Banke  Y.JngeU,  7  Ad.  &  £.  843,  3  N.  &  P.  94;  Frana  v.  White,  1  M.  &  G.  731, 1  Scon, 
N.  R.  604. 

(d)  Dyer,  15  a;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  C.  85;  Paralow  y.  Ba%,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1039;  Mdbr  v. 
Barber,  3  T.  R.  387, 

[e)  Drake  v.  Corderay,  do.  Car.  288;  Com.  Dig.  ut  rapriL 
')  Brooke  y  Brooke,  1  Sid.  184;  Bao.  Abr.  7V«gMft,60a 
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have  sufficed?]  Perhaps  it  would.  [Cresswexl,  J.  If  so,  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  word  « there"  only,  would  have  made  the  allegation  unexcep- 
tionabley  for  it  would  have  had  reference  to  the  venue  in  the  margin.] 
The  rule  referred  to  was  not  intended  to  interfere  with  the  general  prin- 
ciples of  pleading:  when  it  is  necessary  to  prove  an  act  done  at  a  particular 
time  or  place,  the  time  and  place  must  be  distinctly  averred.  This  decla- 
ration would  clearly  have  been  bad  on  general  ^demurrer :  and  the  r*i75 
defendant  is  not  to  be  placed  in  a  worse  position  than  if  he  had  ^ 
safiered  judgment  by  default. 

I'iNDAL,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  is  to  be  determined  by  a 
reference  to  the  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4.  By  the  operation  of  that 
rule,  the  allegation  of  presentment  in  this  declaration  must  be  read  as  if 
it  had  contained  the  words  <<  then  and  there,"  which  would  have  made  it 
a  distinct  allegation  that  the  bill  was  presented  in  London. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  is  unnecessary  in  this  case  to  say  any  thing  as  to  the 
effect  of  pleading  over ;  because,  the  rule  adverted  to  having  prohibited 
the  statement  of  a  venue  in  the  body  of  the  declaration,  we  must  read  this 
declaration  as  if  each  fact  therein  had  been  alleged  to  have  taken  place 
in  London. 

Maule,  J.  The  rule  provides  that  the  venue  shall  be  in  the  margin  of 
the  declaration,  and  shall  not  be  stated  in  the  body  thereof,  or  in  any  sub- 
sequent pleading.  What  is  the  venue?  It  is  the  place  where  all  the 
matters  alleged  in  the  declaration  are  supposed  to  have  taken  place.  That 
being  so,  the  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  requires  the  place  where  all  the 
matters  of  fact  occurred,  to  be  stated  in  the  margin  of  the  declaration,  and 
there  only.  The  county  in  the  margin  of  the  declaration,  therefore,  is  to 
be  assumed  to  be  the  county  where  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  understood  to 
allege  all  the  matters  of  fact  to  have  taken  place.  The  venue  here  being 
London,  all  the  matters  of  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration  must  be  assumed 
to  have  taken  place  in  London.  If  material,  and  traversed,  the  plaintiff 
must  prove  them  to  have  taken  place  in  London :  if  not  traversed,  the  fact 
of  their  having  taken  place  in  London  *is  admitted.  For  these  r«i7g 
reasons,  I  think  this  declaration  sufficient. 

Ckesswell,  J.  Before  the  rule  in  question,  every  sdlegation  upon 
which  issue  could  be  taken,  that  is,  every  material  and  traversable  allega- 
tion, (supposing  it  to  be  in  the  affirmative  form,)  was  required  to  be  laid 
vith  a  venue,  that  is,  the  place  at  which  the  alleged  fact  happened.(a) 
Accordingly,  in  a  case  like  this,  the  declaration  would  have  alleged  that 
the  presentment  of  the  bill  took  place  in  London,  that  being  the  place 
vhere  the  venue  is  laid.  Now,  however,  the  venue  in  the  margin  having 
been  found  sufficient  for  all  practical  purposes,  none  other  is  to  be  stated. 
We  must,  there&re,  read  the  declaration  as  if  the  venue  in  the  margin 
had  been  repeated ;  and  then  the  allegation  will  be,  of  a  presentment  of 
the  bill  m  London.  Rule  discharged. 

(a)  Stephen  on  Pl«iiding,  3d  edit,  p.  281,  5th  ed.  p. 
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DOE  dem.  GAISFORD  and  Others  v.  STONE.    May  28. 

A^  by  a  deedf  in  which  it  was  recited  that  he  was  seised  in  fee,  mortgaged  to  B.  in  fee.  En- 
doned  on  this  deed  was  a  memorandum,  signed  by  Cj-^  that,  by  an  indentoxe  of  surcharge, 
bearing  date,  &c.,  the  within  premises  were  charged  by  me,  tkt  purchaaer  of  the  tqtaty  €f 
rtdemption  thereof  with  the  payment  of  the  further  sum  of  325/.  and  interest:** — 

Hddy  that  this  amounted  to  an  admission  by  C.  that  he  came  in  under  A.,  and  diat  he  was 
therefore  bound  by  the  recital  that  bound  A. 

Tbis  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  recover  possession  of 
thirty-two  acres  of  land  in  the  county  of  Somerset.     The  declaration  con- 
♦1 771     *8ii"c^  three  *demises : — the  first,  by  William  Gaisford ;  the  second, 
^    by  William  Colmar ;  and  the  third,  by  Benjamin  Colmar. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Erle,  J.,  at  last  spring  assizes  at  Taunton. 
On  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  a  deed  was  put  in,  bearing  date 
in  August,  1828,  whereby  one  Sanders,  who  was  assumed  to  be  seised  in 
fee  of  the  whole  thirty-two  acres,  mortgaged  sixteen  acres  to  one  Protheroc 
for  a  term  of  1000  years.  It  was  then  proposed  to  put  in  a  deed  purport- 
ing to  be  an  assignment  of  this  term  by  Protheroe  to  Gaisford ;  but,  being 
insufficiently  stamped,  this  deed  was  rejected. 

The  plaintiff  then  put  in  an  indenture  of  the  21st  of  May,  1829,  by 
which  Sanders  conreyed  the  whole  thirty-two  acres  to  William  Colmar,  by 
way  of  mortgage  in  fee :  the  effect  of  this  deed  being,  to  make  William 
Colmar  first  mortgagee  in  fee  of  sixteen  acres,  and  second  mortgagee  in 
fee  of  the  other  sixteen  acres.  -  The  deed  contained  a  recital  that  Sanders 
was  seised  in  fee  in  possession.  Endorsed  on  this  deed  was  the  following 
memorandum,  dated  the  12th  of  May,  1832,  and  signed  by  the  defend- 
ant:— 

«  Memorandum,  that,  by  an  indenture  of  surcharge,  bearing  date  the 
6th  day  of  May,  instant,  the  within  premises  were  charged  by  me,  William 
Stone,  the  purchaser  of  the  equity  of  redemption  thereof,  with  the  payment 
of  the  further  sum  of  325/.,  and  interest  from  the  said  5th  day  of  May.'* 

The  indenture  referred  to  in  this  memorandum  was  not  produced.  Bnt 
it  was  contended,  that,  as  Sanders  would  be  bound  by  the  recital  in  the 
deed  of  the  21st  of  May,  1829,  the  defendant  was  equally  bound,  by  rirtue 
of  the  endorsement  thereon,  which  showed  him  in  possession  of  the  equity 
of  redemption  under  Sanders;  and  so  the  objection  arising  from  the  1000 
years'  term  appearing  to  be  outstanding  in  Protheroe,  was  removed. 
*17S1  *'^^^  learned  judge  being  of  this  opinion,  a  verdict  was  taken 
for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  second  demise,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  if  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  jury  ought  to  have  been  told  to  limit  the 
verdict  to  sixteen  acres. 

Channelty  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi. 
He  referred  to  SMterie  v.  Pooley,  6  M.  fit  W.  664 ;  Hmtird  v.  Smithy  3  M 
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&  G.  254,  3  Scott,  N.  R.  574 ;  Lord  Trindeston  v.  Kemmis,  9  Clark  &  F. 
784 ;  and  Carpenter  y.  BuUer,  8  M.  &  W.  209. 

Mttnmng^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  F.  Bailey^)  now  showed  cause.  It  is 
cuDceded  that  Sanders  is  bound  by  the  recital  contained  in  the  deed  of 
the  21st  of  May,  1829,  by  which  be  covenants  and  declares,  that,  at  the 
time  of  executing  that  deed,  he  was  possessed  of  the  fee  in  the  entire 
thirty-two  acres,  and  that  the  encumbrance  by  Protheroe  has  in  some  way 
or  other  been  destroyed.  And  the  memorandum  signed  by  the  defendant 
is  an  admission  or  declaration  by  him  that  he  is  the  purchaser  of  the  equity 
cf  redemption  of  Sanders :  Slatterie  v.  Pooley.  A  recital  that  binds  San- 
ders, is  equally  binding  upon  one  who  is  in  privity  with,  or  comes  in 
under,  him. 

ChajmeU^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Fitzherberi^)  in  support  of  the  rule. 
William  Colmar  was  pdrty  to  the  deed  of  the  21st  of  May,  1829,  upon 
which  the  memorandum  was  endorsed  ;  but  he  was  no  party  to  the  memo- 
randum ;  neither  did  the  defendant  come  in  under  him.  William  Col<- 
mar  not  being  estopped  by  the  ^supposed  admission  contained  in  r««  79 
that  memorandum,  it  cannot  operate  by  way  of  estoppel  against 
the  defendant,  for  want  of  mutuality.  [Maule,  J.  It  is  not  put  on  the 
ground  of  estoppel,  but  rather  as  an  admission  by  one  claiming  under  the 
mortgagor.]  It  may  be,  according  to  the  case  of  Slattene  v.  Pooley,  that 
that  which  cannot  operate  as  an  estoppel,  may  bind  the  party  as  a  declara- 
tion or  admission.  [Maule,  J. .  It  appears  that  the  defendant  comes  in 
under  Sanders,  the  mortgagor :  can  he  be  in  a  better  situation  than  San« 
ders?  The  memorandum  surely  is  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might 
and  ought  to  infer  that  the  equity  of  redemption  therein  spoken  of,  is  the 
equity  of  redemption  of  the  premises  referred  to  in  the  deed  upon  which 
it  is  endorsed.]  If  the  memorandum  does  not  operate  by  way  of  estop- 
pel, it  cannot  be  received  as  a  declaration  or  admission,  because  the  deed 
of  the  5th  of  May,  1832,  which  is  referred  to  and  might  have  explained 
it,  was  not  put  in. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  This  case  turns  upon  the  legal  effect  of  the  indenture 
of  mortgage  of  the  21st  of  May,  1829,  and  of  the  memorandum  thereon 
endorsed,  of  the  12th  of  May,  1832.  The  indenture  appears  to  be  a 
mortgage  in  fee  of  the  thirty-two  acres  by  Sanders  to  William  Colmar ; 
and  it  contains  a  recital  that  Sanders  was  seised  thereof  in  fee.  After  that 
recital,  it  would  clearly  not  be  competent  to  the  mortgagor  to  set  up,  as 
^inst  the  mortgagee,  any  preceding  estate  which  he  himself  had  created. 
It  is  said,  that  the  defendant,  being  no  party  to  this  deed,  and  there  being 
no  estoppel  binding  on  WiUiam  Colmar,  there  is  none  binding  the  de- 
fendant. This,  however,  is  not  exactly  a  case  to  which  that  doctrine 
applies :  the  memorandum  operates,  not  by  way  of  estoppel,  but  as  a  de« 
claration  pr  admission  by  the  defendant  that  he  has  no  better  title  than 
ganders,  of  whose  equity  of  redemption  in  the  premises  •purpor tbg  r  «i  oq 
to  be  conveyed  by  the  deed,  he  states  himself  to  be  the  purchaser.     ■■ 


'  I 


t. 

.  * 


180  Gibbons  v.  Alison.  T.  T.  1846. 

I  think  he  could  have  no  more  right  than  Sanders  had,  to  set  up  the  title 
of  Protheroe  under  the  former  mortgage,  and,  therefore,  that  the  direction 
•was  correct. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  appears  to  me  also,  that  the  memorandum  in  question 
amounts  to  an  admission  that  the  defendant  came  in  under  Sanders :  and, 
if  so,  that  brings  it  to  the  ordinary  case  of  a  tenant  let  in  by  a  mortgagor, 
•who,  equally  with  the  mortgagor,  is  estopped  from  setting  up  against  the 
mortgagee  a  title  created  by  a  prior  mortgage.  I  therefore  think  the  ver- 
dict right 

Maule,  J.  This  is  the  common  case  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee. 
When  the  mortgagor  is  out  of  possession,  and  it  can  be  shown  that  the 
party  who  is  in,  came  in  under  him,  he  is  treated  as  being  in  privity  with 
him,  and  is  estopped  from  setting  up  a  defence  that  would  not  be  open 
to  the  mortgagor.  The  defence  here,  as  to  sixteen  acres,  was,  the  term 
outstanding  in  Protheroe.  The  recital  in  the  deed  of  the  21st  of  May, 
1829,  that  Sanders,  the  mortgagor,  was  seised  in  fee,  was  evidence,  against 
him  that  the  former  term  had  ceased:  and  the  defendant  stands  in  the 
shoes  of  Sanders,  by  his  admission  in  the  memorandum.  I  therefore 
think  the  learned  judge  properly  abstained  from  telling  the  jury  to  limit 
their  verdict  to  the  other  sixteen  acres. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  there  was  abund- 
ant evidence  of  title  in  William  Colmar  to  the  whole  thirty-two  acres. 
The  memorandum  showing  that  the  defendant  came  in  under  William 
Colmar,  he  had  no  more  right  to  insist  upon  the  prior  mortgage  to  Pro- 
theroe, than  Sanders  could  have  had.  Rule  discharged. 


•181]     •GIBBQKS  V.  ALISON  and  CUMBERLEGE.    Jlfay28. 

hi  case  fbr  maliciousljr,  and  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  causing  the  plaintiff  to  be 
arrested  on  a  capioM  under  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict  c.  1 10,  s.  3,  the  order  forwhich  had  been 
obtained  upon  an  affidavit  not  fairly  disclosing  the  nature  of  the  contract,  for  the  aUeged 
breach  of  which  the  defendants  were  suing— the  judge  having  stated,  that,  in  his  opinioD, 
the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  make  out  a  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  told  the  jury, 
that,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict,  they  must  be  satisfied  that  there  was  a  total  want 
of  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  and  that  the  defendants  had  acted  with  malice  >-^BM,  a 
misdirection. 

Case,  for  maliciously,  and  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  arrest- 
ing the  plaintiff  on  a  capias  obtained  under  a  judge's  order.  Plea,  not 
guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  spring 
assizes  for  the  county  of  Surrey.  It  appeared,  that,  in  May,  1844,  a  ne- 
gotiation was  opened  between  the  plaintiff,  who  was  master  and  owner 
of  a  vessel  called  the  Belle,  and  the  defendants,  merchants  in  London,  for 
a  shipment  of  guano  on  account  of  the  latter.  The  contract  was  con- 
^  tained  in  the  following  correspondence : — 
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«  London,  28th  May^  1844. 
<<  Messrs.  Cumberlege  &  Co. 
•<  Gentlemen, — ^With  reference  to  the  communication  which  I  have  had 
with  you  through  Mr.  Arnold,  in  respect  to  the  shipment  of  a  cargo  of 
guano  at  Valparaiso  on  board  my  schooner  Belle,  of  170  tons,  I  beg  to 
acquaint  you  that  I  am  agreeable  to  have  it  shipped  by  your  house  on  the 
conditions  you  expressed,  that  the  price  should  not  exceed  21.  16^.  per 
\on,put  on  board  in  the  bay  of  Valparaiso ,  exclusive  of  bags  and  your  com* 
mission  ;  say,  for  a  cargo  of  guano  about  200  tons  ;  leaving  it  with  you 
to  efiect  at  less  price  if  possible.  I  have  only  to  add,  that  I  have  arranged 
with  Mr.  Kirkman  to  accept  draAs  for  the  amount  on  production  of  the 
bills  of  lading.  You  will  please  to  exchange  a  few  lines  confirming  this 
agreement.  (Signed)  <«  George  Gibbons." 

«  Capt.  George  Gibbons.     '«  ^0  Com««,  30^  J»f«y,  1844.     [-182 

<(  Sir, — We  have  to-day  your  favour  of  the  28th  instant,  and  beg  to 
confirm  the  arrangement  made  through  Mr.  Arnold,  that  our  friends  at 
Valparaiso  shall  put  on  board  your  schooner  Belle  a  cargo  of  guano,  not 
exceeding  200  tons,  and  that  the  price  should  not  exceed  2/.  IGs.  per  ton, 
put  alongside  in  the  bay  of  Valparaiso,  exclusive  of  bags,  and  our  friend's 
commission  ;  and,  if  possible,  they  are  to  endeavour  to  obtain  it  at  a  less 
price.  In  payment  of  the  cargo,  you  are  to  give  your  drafts,  at  sixty  days' 
sight,  on  Mr.  Kirkman,  of  this  city,  who  is  to  give  us  a  letter  agreeing  to 
accept  them  on  production  of  the  bill  of  lading. 

(Signed)  «  Alison,  Cumberlege,  &  Co." 

The  Belle  arrived  at  Valparaiso  on  the  23d  of  December,  1844,  and 
remained  there  until  the  13th  of  March  following.  The  plaintiff  was  re- 
quested by  the  correspondents  of  the  defendants  at  Valparaiso  to  proceed 
to  Coquimbo,  an  island  distant  about  130  miles  from  Valparaiso,  to  re- 
ceive the  guano,  under  a  contract  which  they  had  en*lered  into  with  one 
Ross,  of  that  place.  This  the  plaintiff  declined  to  do ;  and,  no  cargo 
being  provided  for  him  by  the  defendants  at  Valparaiso,  he  took  in  a  ge- 
neral cargo  on  his  own  account  for  Liverpool,  where  he  arrived  in  the 
sammer  of  1845.  Immediately  after  his  arrival,  the  defendants  demanded 
of  the  plaintiff  358/.  11^.  lOd.y  the  alleged  loss  on  the  resale  of  the  guano 
purchased  by  them  of  Ross  ;  and,  upon  his  refusing  to  pay  that  sum,  com- 
menced an  action  against  him  for  the  recovery  thereof,  and  having  learned 
that  the  plaintiff  was  about  to  sail  for  Mexico,  obtained  an  order  for  a 
writ  of  capias,  under  which  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  on  the  6th  of  August, 
and  kept  in  custody  until  the  18th,  when  he  was  discharged  by  order  of  a 
judge. 

•The  affidavit  upon  which  the  order  for  the  capias  was  ob-     r»ioo 
tained,  was  made  by  Alison  on  the  1st  of  August,  and  was  to  the 
effect  following  :^That,  in  the  month  of  May,  1844,  the  deponent  and 
his  partner  contracted  in  writing  with  Gibbons  for  the  purchase  and  ship- 
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mem  to  tins  country,  from  Valparaiso,  in  South  America,  of  a  cargo  of 
guano  by  a  vessel  belonging  to  and  then  commanded  by  Gibbons,  called 
ihe  Belle,  the  price  of  which  guano  was  not  to  exceed  2/.  IBs,  per  ton ; 
that  a  cargo  of  guano  of  200  to  300  tons  was  purchased  by  deponent  and 
his  said  partner,  for  and  on  account  of  Gibbons,  at  2/.  10^.  per  ton,  and 
deponent  and  his  said  partner  were  ready  and  willing  to  deliver  the  said 
guano  on  board  the  said  vessel  in  the  bay  of  Valparcdso^  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  contract ;  that,  immediately  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  the  port 
of  Valparaiso,  in  December,  1844,  deponent  and  his  said  partner  gave 
Gibbons  due  notice  that  the  said  cargo  of  guano  had  been  purchased  or 
procured  on  his  account,  and  was  then  at  his  disposal,  and  ready  for  ship* 
ment  on  board  the  said  vessel,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract;  that 
Gibbons  at  that  time  took  no  notice  whatever,  either  by  letter  or  otherwise, 
of  the  fact  of  the  said  guano  being  ready  for  shipment  as  aforesaid,  but 
proceeded  to,  and  did  in  fact  procure  and  take  on  board  the  said  vessel, 
another  cargo  of  merchandise,  and  sailed  therewith  to  a  port  in  England; 
that,  after  the  date  of  the  said  contract,  and  at  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at 
Valparaiso,  in  December  last,  the  rate  of  freight  at  that  port  had  greatly 
increased,  and  deponent  verily  believed  that  Gibbons  refused  to  receive 
on  board  the  said  cargo  of  guano,  in  consequence  of  his  being  able  to  ob- 
tain a  higher  rate  of  freight  by  taking  another  cargo ;  that,  in  consequence 
of  the  non-performance  by  Gibbons  of  his  said  contract,  and  by  reason  of 
the  increase  in  the  rate  of  freight,  the  deponent  and  his  said  partner  were 
*1841     ^^^^^^'  without  great  loss,  to  ship  *the  said  guano  to  this  country, 
and  it  therefore  became  necessary  to  dispose  of  the  same  at  Valpa- 
raiso aforesaid ;  that  the  said  cargo  of  guano  was  accordingly  sold  by 
public  auction  for  the  best  price  that  could  be  procured  for  the  same;  that 
the  loss  on  the  sale  of  the  said  cargo  of  guano  anH>unted  to  358/.  \\s,  \0d,^ 
whereby  damage  to  that  amount  had  accrued  to  deponent  and  his  said 
partner;  that  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  358/.  lit.  lOi.  was  then  justly 
due  and  owing  from  Gibbons  to  deponent  and  his  said  partner;  that  the 
Belle  was  then  lying  in  the  port  of  Liverpool,  and  was  loading  outward 
for  some  port  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  viz.  to  some  port  in 
North  America;  that  Gibbons  purposed  and  intended  to  command  the 
said  vessel  on  her  outward  voyage,  and  had  accordingly  made  the  proper 
entry  at  the  custom-house  at  Liverpool  of  such  intention,  and  had  duly 
advertised  the  said  voyage  in  <The  Outward  Shipping  List,'  (a  printed 
copy  whereof  was  annexed  to  the  affidavit,)  and  had  given  other  notice  to 
the  public  that  he  did  in  fact  intend  to  sail  from  this  country  for  North 
America  as  soon  as  the  said  vessel  had  completed  her  cargo ;  that,  in  pa^ 
ticular.  Gibbons  had  very  recently  stated  to  Mr.  Aniold,  his  broker,  that 
he  was  about  to  sail  in  the  said  vessel  from  Liverpool  for  North  America, 
in  a  few  days,  and  that  he  would  quit  London  for  Liverpool  on  Saturday 
then  next,  in  order  to  hasten  the  departure  of  the  said  vessel ;  that  Gibbons 
had  no  fixed  residence  in  this  country ;  and  that,  for  the  reasons  aibresaidy 


8  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  18^ 

deponent  verily  believed  that  Gibbons  was  about  to  quit  EIngland  unless 
forthwith  apprehended. 

The  learned  judge  said,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  plaintiff  bad  failed  to 
make  out  a  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause ;  but,  being  pressed 
to  put  the  case  to  the  jury,  he  did  so,  telling  them,  that,  to  entitle  the 
plaintifi*  to  a  verdict,  they  must  be  satisfied  that  there  *wa8  a  total  rcioe 
absence  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  arresting  the  plain- 
tiff and  that  the  defendants  had  acted  with  malice.  The  jury  returned 
a  rerdict  for  the  defendants. 

Shee^  Sexjt.y  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  grounds  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was  not  warranted  by 
the  evidence. 

Channellj  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  BomU^)  now  showed  cause.     To  en- 
title the   plaintiff  to  recover  in  this  action,  he  was  bound  to  prove  a  want 
of  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  and  also  that  the  defendants  were  actu- 
ated by  malice.     Here,  there  was  no  evidence  of  malice  at  all :  and  there 
is  no  objection  to  the  way  in  which  that  question  was  left.     The  jury  may 
infer  malice  from  the  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  but  they  are 
not  hound  to  do  so.     [Maule,  J.    It  is  rather  difficult  to  say,  that  a  man 
^ho  causes  another  to  be  imprisoned,  well  knowing  that  he  is  not  liable 
to  imprisonment,  is  not  actuated  by  malice.    Tindal,  C.  J.     If,  at  the 
time  Alison  made  the  affidavit,  he  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  demand 
was  not  one  in  respect  of  which  a  capias  could  lawfully  issue,  he  clearly 
was  guilty  of  malice.]    It  is  impossible  to  deny  that.     The  defendants 
are  not  to  be  held  to  have  acted  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause, 
and  maliciously,  because  they  have  mistaken  their  rights,  or  been  misin- 
formed.    [TiNDAL,  C.  J.    If  the  facts  had  been  correctly  represented  to 
the  judge,  he  would  not  have  made  the  order.     There  was  an  evident 
suppressio  verL    It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  the  jury  are  to  be  held 
to  have  done  wrong  in  not  having  thence  inferred  malice.] 

Skeey  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Petersdorffy)  in  support  of  the  rule.  It 
may  be  conceded  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  establish  want 
of  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  and  malice :  the  former  is  a  question  of 
*law  for  the  judge ;  the  latter,  one  of  fact  for  the  jury«  But  the  r«iog 
question  of  malice  cannot  be  fairly  left  to  the  jury,  if  the  question 
of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  has  previously  been  improperly  decided 
by  the  judge:  and,  if  the  jury  are  directed  to  take  into  their  consideration 
that  which  is  only  a  question  for  the  judge,  they  have  the  question  of 
malice  left  to  them  in  a  manner  which  renders  it  impossible  for  them 
fairly  to  deal  with  it.  The  facts  clearly  showed  that  there  was  a  total 
want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  arresting  the  plaintiff.  The 
demand  was  not  of  a  character  to  entitle  the  defendants  to  obtain  an  order 
for  the  capias ;  and,  if  the  contract  had  been  fairly  presented  to  the  judge, 
no  order  would  have  been  made.  The  defendants  well  knew,  that,  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  the  guano  was  to  be  put  on  board  the  Belle  by  their 
VOL.  ni.  16  L 
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correspondents  at  Valparaiso.  The  affidavit,  therefore,  was  studiouslj 
and  designedly  false.  It  might  be  that  the  plaintiff  had  good  reasons  for 
declining  to  proceed  to  Coquimbo :  he  might  have  thereby  avoided  his  in- 
surance, or  have  committed  a  breach  of  the  ship's  articles. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  I  must  confess  that  the  inference  I  should  have  drawn 
from  the  facts,  is,  that  there  was  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for  pro- 
curing the  arrest  of  the  plaintiff.  That  being  the  case,  and  it  being  pos- 
sible that  the  jury  may  have  come  to  a  conclusion  upon  the  question  o 
malice,  different  from  that  at  which  they  would  have  arrived  had  the 
question  been  properly  presented  to  them,  I  think  the  rule  for  a  new  trial 
must  be  made  absolute. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  absolute,  (a) 

(a)  The  cause  has  not  yet  (Trinity  vacation,  1S47)  been  retried,  the  defendants  havinf 
obtained  an  order  for  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses  at  Valparaiso;  which  commiwion 
has  not  been  returned. 
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In  asBumpsit  on  a  judgment  or  decree  of  the  Tribunal  of  Commerce  at  Brussels,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  that  ht  toot  not  at  any  time  urved  with  any  proem  issuing  out  of  that  court,  at  the 
suit  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  causes  of  action  upon  which  the  said  judgment  or  decree  was 
obtained,  nor  had  he  at  any  ttme  notice  of  any  mch  proceu^  nor  did  he  appear  in  the  said 
court  to  answer  the  plaintiffs: — 

Hdd^  bad,  inasmuch  as  the  plea  did  not  show  that  the  proceedings  against  the  defendant  in  the 
Belgian  court  were  so  conducted  as  to  deprive  the  defendant  of  the  opportunity  of  defend- 
ing  himself  therein. 

Assumpsit,  on  a  foreign  judgment. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  promise  by  the  defendant  next  thereinafter  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  1000/.  under 
and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  judgment  or  decree  before  then,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 
made  and  pronounced  in  and  by  a  certain  lawful  court  in  and  of  certain 
parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  in  and  of  the  kingdom  of  Belgium,  to  wit, 
the  Tribunal  of  Commerce  in  and  of  the  city  of  Brussels,  in  Belgium  afore- 
said, in  and  concerning  a  certain  suit  or  action  then  depending  in  the  same 
court  at  the  suit  of  the  now  plaintiffs  against  the  now  defendant,  whereby 
the  court  aforesaid  did  then  order  and  adjudge  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the 
plaiutifis  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  6808 ^ramr^,  9  centimes^  of  current  money 
of  the  said  kingdom  of  Belgium,  and  also  a  certain  other  sum,  to  wit, 
931  francs y  8  centimes^  of  like  current  money,  together  with  lawful  interest 
upon  the  above-mentioned  sums  respectively,  which  interest,  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  promise  of  the  defendant  next  thereinafter  mentioned, 
amounted  to  a  further  sum,  to  wit,  500y}'anc5,  of  like  current  money ;  and 
also  a  certain  other  sum,  to  wit,  29  frartcSy  32  centimes^  of  like  current 
money,  being  the  costs  of  the  plaintiffs  of  and  in  the  said  action  or  suit, 
by  the  said  court  ordered  and  adjudged  to  be  to  them  paid  by  the  defend- 
ant, exclusive  of  and  besides  the  costs  of  the  said  judgment,  and  of  the 
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giving  notice  thereof  to  whom  it  might  concern,  in  *due  form  of  law,  r«i  oq 
which  last-mentioned  costs,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  pro- 
mise of  the  defendant  next  thereinafter  mentioned,  amounted  to  a  further 
large  sum,  to  wit,  200  francs  of  the  like  current  money ;  and  by  and 
through  which  same  judgment  or  decree  the  defendant  became,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  promise  of  the  defendant  next  thereinafter  men- 
tioned was,  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a  further  sum,  to  wit,  ^OOfrancs^ 
of  like  current  money,  for  certain  other  costs,  expenses,  and  disbursements 
of  them  the  plaintiffs,  by  the  plaintiffs  lawfully  and  necessarily  paid  and 
incurred  for,  upon,  and  in  respect  of  the  said  action  or  suit,  and  in  and 
about  the  perfecting  of  the  said  judgment,  and  in  order  to  the  obtaining 
of  the  fruits  thereof;  which  last-mentioned  costs,  expenses,  and  disburse- 
ments were,  before  the  making  of  the  defendant's  said  promise,  duly  aiid 
legally  ascertained,  and  were,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  pro- 
mise, by  the  law  of  Belgium  aforesaid,  incidental  to  the  said  judgment 
or  decree,  and  due,  payable  and  recoverable  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
same,  and  were  such,  that,  by  the  last-mentioned  law,  execution  might, 
at  the  time  last  aforesaid,  lawfully  have  been  had  of  and  for  the  same^ 
under  and  in  respect  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  judgment  or  decree ;  which 
judgment  or  decree  was,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  and  still 
remained,  in  force  and  unsatisfied;  and  the  defendant  then  was  and 
remained  liable  to  pay  the  plaintifis  the  said  several  sums  of  current  money 
of  Belgium  aforesaid,  by  virtue  and  in  respect  thereof,  and  which  several 
sums  of  current  money  as  aforesaid  were  together  of  great  value,  to  wit, 
of  the  value  of  the  above-mentioned  sum  of  lawful  money  of  this  realm  ; 
and  thereupon  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  theretofore, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first 
aforesaid,  promised  the  plaintifis  to  pay  them  the  said  sum  of  *law  r«iQQ 
ful  money  of  this  realm  on  request ;  yet  the  defendant  had  not 
paid  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  though  often  thereunto  requested. 

Plea  to  the  first  count, — that,  although  the  judgment  or  decree  in  that 
count  mentioned,  was  in  fact  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  defend- 
ant, he  the  defendant  was  not  at  any  time  served  with  any  process  issuing 
out  of  the  said  Tribunal  of  Commerce  in  and  of  the  city  of  Brussels,  in 
the  kingdom  of  Belgium  in  that  count  mentioned,  at  the  suit  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, for  the  causes  of  action  upon  which  the  said  judgment  or  decree  was 
obtained  as  aforesaid ;  nor  had  he  at  any  time  notice  of  any  such  process^ 
nor  did  he  the  defendant  at  any  time  appear  in  the  said  court  to  answer 
the  plaintifis  in  the  said  suit  or  action  in  which  the  said  judgment  or 
decree  was  so  obtained  as  in  the  count  mentioned — verification. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  generally,  and  the  defendant  joined 
in  demurrer. 

ChanneUj  Seijt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.(a)    The  facts  stated  in 

(o)  The  point  marked  for  argument  was — ^that  it  did  not  appear  hf  the  plea,  that  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained  or  made  by  Iraud,  or  without  jurisdictiou,  or  in  a  manner  repugnant  19 
natuial  jukiice. 
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this  plea  do  not  show  that  the  judgment  declared  on  was  contrary  to  natu* 
ral  justice,  or  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the  Belgian  court :  it  is  not  stated 
that  the  defendant  was  not  domiciled,  or  never  was  resident,  in  Brussels, 
so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  principle  of  the  cases  of  Buchanan  v.  Rucker^ 
1  Campb.  63 ;  Douglas  v.  Forrest,  4  Bingh.  686,  1  M.  &  P.  663 ;  and 
Smilh  V.  MckoUsj  6  New  Cases,  208,  7  Scott,  147.     Cow^n  v.  BraiA- 
wood,  1  M.  &  G.  882,  2  Scott,  N.  R.  138,  is  precisely  in  point.     There, 
to  a  count  in  assumpsit  on  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland, 
*1901     ^^^  defendant  pleaded  that  he  was  not,  at  the  time  of  'the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  in  the  Scotch  court,  or  at  any  time  dur- 
ing the  proceedings  there,  in  Scotland,  or  at  any  place  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  said  court,  nor  was  he,  at  any  time  before  the  making  or 
pronouncing  of  the  decree,  in  any  manner  according  to  the  course  and  prac- 
tice of  the  said  court,  notified,  nor  did  he  then  know  of  the  said  several 
proceedings,  or  any  of  them,  so  that  he  could  or  might,  by  himself,  his 
proctor,  &c.,  appear  or  plead,  or  in  any  way  defend  himself  in  the  said 
action,  nor  did  he  appear  to  any  or  either  of  the  said  proceedings ;  where- 
by the  said  decree  was  and  is  contrary  to  natural  justice,  and  wholly 
inoperative  and  void :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  plea  afforded  no  sufficient 
answer  to  the  action,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  negative  that  the  defendant 
was  a  Scotchman  born,  that  he  was  resident  in  Scotland  at  the  time  the 
debt  was  contracted,  or  that  he  was  possessed  of  heritable  property  there; 
nor  distinctly  allege  that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  proceedings.     Tiv- 
DAL,  C.  J.,  there  says :  <>  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  plea  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  a  native  of  Scodand,  and  subject  to  the  laws  of  that  country, 
nor  that  he  was  not  domiciled  there  at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted 
and  the  proceedings  were  had  against  him.     One  of  the  strong  observa- 
tions in  Douglas  v.  Forrest,  is,  that «  a  natural-born  subject  of  any  coun- 
try, quitting  that  country,  but  leaving  property  under  the  protection  of  its 
laws,  even  during  his  absence  owes  obedience  to  those  laws,  particularly 
when  they  enforce  a  moral  obligation.'     Here,  the  fact  of  the  defendant 
having  property  in  Scotland  at  the  time  the  decree  against  him  was  pro- 
nounced, is  not  negatived.     Again,  there  is  no  [distinct]  statement  that 
the  defendant  had  no  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  proceedings."    And, 
afler  reading  the  plea,  his  lordship  added :  <<  This  may  mean  that  the 
defendant  has  not  had  that  which  is  strictly  and  technically  understood  (o 
•1911    ^"^^^'^^  ^^  notice ;  *but  it  is  far  from  being  an  allegation  that  the 
proceedings  were  so  conducted  that  he  had  no  cognisance  of 
them."    So,  here,  it  is  consistent  with  this  plea,  that  the  defendant  may 
have  had  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  foreign  court,  or  an  agent 
there.     [Cresswexx,  J.    The  defendant  does  not  say  that  he  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  proceedings.]     Ferguson  v.  Mahony  11  Ad.  &  E.  179, 
3  P.  &  D.  143,  is  rather  inconsistent  with  the  decisions  in  this  court. 
There,  in  debt  on  a  judgment  in  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland, 
the  defendant  pleaded,  that,  though  the  said  judgment  was  in  fact  obtained 
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by  the  plaintiff  against  tbe  defendant,  the  defendant  was  not  at  any  time 

arrested  upon,  or  serred  with,  any  process  issuing  out  of  the  said  court  at 

the  suit  of  the  plaintiflf,  for  the  cause  of  action  upon  which  the  said  judg« 

ment  was  obtained  as  aforesaid,  nor  had  he  at  any  time  notice  of  any  such 

process,  nor  did  he  at  any  time  appear  in  the  said  court  to  answer  the 

plainfifi*  in  the  said  action  in  which  the  judgment  was  so  obtained :  and 

tbat  was  held  a  good  defence.     [Tindal,  C.  J.     The  plea  in  this  case  is 

almost  identical  with  that.     Maule,  J.    I  take  the  distinction  between 

that  case  and  the  present  to  be  this :  the  court  there  could  take  judicial 

notice  that  the  law  of  Ireland  is  the  same  as  the  law  of  this  country  with 

regard  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit  by  process;  but,  how  do  we 

know  that  there  may  not  be  a  good  commencement  of  a  suit  in  Belgium 

by  verbal  summons  ?] 

Talfaurd^  Serjt.,  contrit.  Where  the  declaration  on  a  foreign  judgment 
omits  to  state  that  the  defendant  was  domiciled  in  the  country  at  the  time 
the  proceedings  were  had  against  him,  or  that  he  possessed  property  there, 
it  is  primd  fade  enough  to  allege  in  the  plea,  as  here,  that  the  defendant 
never  was  served  with  *or  had  any  notice  of  process  issuing  out  of  r«i  90 
the  tribunal  the  judgment  of  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  enforce ;  ^ 

and  it  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  reply  any  facts  that  may  give  the  foreign 
court  jurisdiction.     All  the  authorities  tend  to  show  that  it  is  competent 
to  a  defendant  in  such  a  case  to  plead  that  he  never  was  summoned,  and 
never  had  notice  of  the  proceedings.    In  Fergasom  v.  Mahm^  Lord  Den- 
HAN  says,  that,  although  an  Irish  judgment  is  a  record  for  certain  pur- 
poses, « the  inquiry  is  still  open,  not  indeed  into  the  merits  of  the  action, 
or  the  propriety  of  the  decision,  but  whether  the  judgment  passed  under 
such  circumstances  as  to  show  that  the  court  had  properly  jurisdiction 
over  the  party ;  and,  when  it  appears,  as  here,  that  the  defendant  has  never 
bad  notice  of  the  proceeding,  or  been  before  the  court,  it  is  impossible  for 
>tt  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  made  the  foundation  of  an  action  in  this 
cottDtry."     [Tindal,  C.  J.    The  plea  does  not  so  allege.    It  is  quite  con* 
sistent  with  the  defendant's  having  stood  by,  cognisant  of  every  step. 
fnma  facie  it  must  be  taken  that  the  proceedings  are  regular.]     In  Ai* 
diamn  v.  Bucket ,  1  Campb.  63,  S.  C.  9  East,  192,  Lord  Ellenborough 
Ays :  tc  It  is  contrary  to  the  first  principles  of  reason  and  justice,  that, 
either  in  civil  or  criminal  proceedings,  a  man  should  be  condemned  before 
lie  is  heard."    And  in  Cavan  v.  Slewariy  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  525,  the  same 
learned  judge  says:  «It  is  perfectly  clear,  on  every  principle  of  justice, 
that  you  must  either  prove  that  the  party  was  summoned,  or  at  least  that 
he  was  once  on  the  island."    Becquet  v.  McCarthy,  2  B.  &  Ad.  951,  is  to 
the  same  effect.     [Maule,  J.    If  the  pka  had  alleged,  that  the  defendant 
never  was  served  with  any  process,  or  sdmmoned,  so  as  to  be  able  to  de» 
fend,  it  might  have  been  good.    But  here  the  defendant  merely  says  tbat 
the  plaintiff  did  not  in  the  Belgian  *court  adopt' a  pardcular  course     r*i  93 
of  proceeding.    Can  we  say  timt  it  is  contrary  to  natural  justice, 
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the  plaintiff^  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  of  February,  1845,  lawfully 
and  rightfully  ericted,  expeUed>  and  amoved  the  plaintiff  from  the  pos- 
session,  use,  occupation,  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  premises,  and  from 
thence  continuaQy  had  lawfully  and  rightfully  kept  and  continued  the 
plaintiff  expelled  and  amoved  therefrom ;  by  means  of  which  several  pre- 
mises, the  plaintiff  had  not  only  lost  and  been  deprived  of  the  use,  benefit, 
and  enjoyment  of  the  said  premises,  for  the  said  term  so  to  him  thereof  by 
*1971  defendant  ^granted  as  aforesaid,  but  had  been  put  to  divers 

great  expenses  in  and  about  defending  his  possession  thereof, 
amounting  in  the  whole,  to  wit,  to  50/.;  and  had  become  liable  to  pay, 
and  had  paid,  and  necessarily  undertaken  and  agreed  to  pay,  to  the  said 
Mary  Ann  Diiell,  as  and  for  compensation  for  the  unlawful  possession  by 
him  the  plaintiff  of  the  said  premises,  and  as  and  for  compensation  for  the 
expenses  and  costs  incurred  by  the  said  Mary  Ann  Duell  in  recovering 
possession  thereof,  divers  other  large  sums  of  money,  amounting,  to  wit, 
to  60/.;  and  had  also  lost  and  been  deprived  of  divers  fixtures,  chattels, 
and  effects,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  100/.,  by  him  the  plain* 
tiff  fixed  and  attached  to  the  said  premises,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded — first,  non  assumpsit — secondly,  as  to  the  pro* 
mise  that  the  plaintiff  should  and  might  quietly  use,  occupy,  possess,  and 
enjoy  the  said  premises  for  the  said  term  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  the  supposed  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof,  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  enter  into  or  upon,  or  become,  nor  was  he,  tenant  of  the  said  premises 
to  the  defendant,  for  the  said  supposed  term  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged.    Issue  thereon. 

By  order  of  Maule,  J.,  the  following  case  (of  which  the  pleadings  were 
to  be  taken  as  part)  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court : — 

On  the  2d  of  November,  1841,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  bto 
an  agreement,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: — 

«Mem.  of  an  agreement  made  this  27th  of  October,  1841,  between 
Thomas  Reynolds  and  Samuel  Messent. 

<<I,  Thomas  Reynolds,  do  agree  to  let  Samuel  Messent  the  house  and 
premises,  159,  Ratcliffe  Highway,  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are 
*1981  ^c^^ioi^^d  in  ^6  mem.  to  *me  from  Mr.  Flight,  at  the  rent  of 
60/.  per  annum,  free  and  clear  (^  any  deduction,  from  Michaelmas 
day  last;  to  be  paid  quarterly,  (on  Christmas  next  15/.,)  for  the  term  of 
eight  years  and  a  quarter,  less  ten  days. 

(Signed)        «  Thomas  Reynolds." 

«I,  Samuel  Messent,  do  agree  to  take  the  house,  159,  Ratcliffe  High- 
way, on  the  above  conditions,  viz.,  to  be  subject  to  the  same  conditions 
as  are  mentioned  in  the  mem.  to  Mr.  Reynolds  from  Mr.  Flight,  at  the 
rent  of  60/.  per  annum,  payable  quarterly ;  rent  to  be  paid  from  Michael* 
mas  last,  Cree  and  clear  ot  any  deduction,  for  the  term  of  eight  years  and 
one  quarter,  less  ten  days. 

«2(/  J^ovember,  1841.''  (Signed)  Samvrl  Messeht/' 
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«(It  is  further  agreed,  that,  if  Mr.  Flight  is  willing  to  accept  Mr.  MesseQ:t 
as  a  tenant,  instead  of  me,  Thomas  Reynolds,  that  I,  Samuel  Messent,  is 
willing  to  take  the  remainder  of  the  lease  or  mem.  from  Mr.  Flight,  and 
become  his  tenant."  ^g,      ^ ^        „  g^^^^  Messent." 

"2d  Jfavendfer^  1841."  ^    ^       ' 

The  plaintiiT  entered  upon  the  occupation  of  the  premises  in  November, 
1841,  paid  rent  to  the  defendant,  and  continued  to  occupy  them  until  the 
7th  of  February,  1845,  when  he  was  evicted  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  defendant's  interest  in,  and  title  to  the  premises,  was  all  derived 
through  Flight ;  and  Flight's  interest  was  as  tenant  to  Mary  Ann  Duell. 
Flight's  term  expired  on  the  25th  of  December,  1844,  and  Mary  Ann 
Duell  became  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  premises,  to  recover  which 
she  brought  an  ejectment.  Due  notice  of  the  proceedings  was  given  to 
the  defendant.  No  defence  to  the  action  was  offered,  and  Mrs.  Duell 
^recovered,  and  issued  her  writ  of  possession,  under  which  the  r^t  go 
plaintiff  was  turned  out  of  possession  by  the  sheriff. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether  or  not  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action;  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
or  the  defendant  was  to  be  given,  as  the  court  should  think  fit. 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  instrument  declared  on  amounts 
to  a  lease.(a)  The  declaration  sets  forth  the  agreement  to  demise  for  eight 
years  and  a  quarter,  and  then  states  what  the  law  infers  from  such  an  as- 
sumption to  demise,  viz.,  an  undertaking  by  the  defendant,  that  he  defendant 
had  lawful  right  to  demise,  and  alleges  an  eviction  of  the  plaintiff  by  title 
paramount.  [Maule,  J.  The  question  will  be,  whether  there  was  any 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  for  quiet  enjoyment.]  If  a  man 
agrees  to  let,  he  covenants  that  he  has  title  to  let.  [ChanjieU^  Serjt.  The 
argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  will  be,  that,  taking  the  instrument 
declared  on  to  be  a  lease,  there  is  no  covenant,  express  or  implied,  for 
quiet  enjoyment :  and,  taking  it  to  be  an  agreement  for  a  lease  only,  it 
does  not  support  (he  breach;  the  plaintiff  should  have  shown  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not,  within  a  reasonable  time,  make  a  good  title.]  It  is  not 
contended  that  (he  plaintiff  could  recover  unless  this  is  a  kase^  which 
according  to  the  more  recent  decisions  it  unquestionably  is.  [Maule,  J. 
Clearlyi  it  is  a  lease.  The  question  is,  whether  a  general  covenant  for 
quiet  enjoyment  is  to  be  inferred  from  this  instrument.  Tindal,  C.  J., 
referred  to  JVokes^s  case^  4  Co.  Rep.  80  b,  where  it  was  resolved  that 
a  writ  of  covenant  lay  at  the  suit  of  an  assignee  upon  the  .covenant 
*imphed  by  law  from  the  words  «  demise,  grant,"  &c.]  It  may  rAOQA 
be  conceded,  that  a  covenant  or  promise  for  quiet  enjoyment  does 
not  arise  from  the  mere  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant.  It  was  so  held 
in  Granger  v.  CoUins^  6  M.  &  W.  458.  There  is  no  magic  in  the  word 
<( demise:"  it  is  only  from  the  presumed  intention  of  the  parties  that  a 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  is  implied  from  it.     [Maule,  J.    The  partis 

(a)  Beiog  executed  befine  Jan.  1, 1845.    Vide  7  &  8  Vict  c.  76;  8  &  9  Vict  a  106. 
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were  contracting  in  respect  of  premises  held  under  lease  from  Flight  to 
the  defendant :  if  the  defendant's  lease  from  Flight  was  put  an  end  to, 
there  was  an  end  of  this  agreement  between  the  plaintiflfand  the  defend- 
ant. The  plaintiflTy  by  this  memorandum,  agrees  to  take  the  premises 
«  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  mentioned  in  the  memorandum" 
from  Flight  to  the  defendant.  What  those  conditions  are,  is  not  stated. 
The  defendant  agrees  to  let  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  same  cofidiHans.  Surelj 
we  cannot  infer  from  that,  a  general  agreement  that  the  plaintiff  shall  qoietly 
enjoy  the  premises  for  the  full  term  of  eight  years  and  a  quarter.]  It  does 
not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  defendant  to  say  that  the  conditions  under 
which  he  held  of  Flight  were  such  as  to  prevent  him  from  granting  tbat 
which  he  by  his  agreement  purported  to  grant. 

Channell^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Hoggins^)  for  the  defendant.  A  con- 
tract for  quiet  enjoyment  to  the  extent  here  alleged,  is  not  to  be  iofened 
from  the  language  of  the  agreement  declared  on  ;  and  therefore  the  d^ 
fendant  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  non  assumpsit.  [Maule,  J.  The 
parties,  clearly,  never  meant  that  the  defendant  should  g^ve  a  better  title 
than  was  to  be  had  by  performing  the  conditions  in  the  agreement  with 
Flight.  It  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  statements  in  this  declaration, 
that,  under  Flight's  agreement,  Mrs.  Duell  had  a  good  right  to  enter.] 
*2011  "^^^  declaration  should  *have  set  out  that  the  agreement  was  made 
subject  to  certain  conditions.  In  Jackson  v.  Cobbing  8  M.  &W. 
790,  the  declaration,  in  assumpsit,  stated  that  the  defendant  agreed  tolet, 
and  the  plaintiff  to  take,  a  certain  messuage  and  premises  on  certain  spe- 
cified terms,  and  that  afterwards,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and 
that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  had  promised  the  de 
fendant  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  the  defendant  promised  the 
plaintiff  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  and  that  he  then  had  power 
to  let  the  messuage  and  premises  to  the  plaintiff  without  restriction  as  to 
the  purpose  for  which  the  same  should  be  used  and  occupied:  and  it  was 
held,  that  such  a  promise  conld  not  be  implied  from  the  relation  of  the 
parties,  and  that  the  consideration  alleged  was  insufficient  to  sustain  it. 
That  the  word  «  demise"  in  a  kase^  imports  a  covenant  in  law  for  quiet 
enjoyment — at  least  during  the  continuance  of  the  estate  out  of  which 
the  term  is  granted — will  not  be  disputed :  it  is  laid  down,  as  a  clear  and 
indisputable  proposition  in  Adams  v.  Oibney^  6  Bingfa.  656,  4  M.  &  P* 
491  .(a)  But  no  authority  can  be  cited  to  show  that  such  ^  warranty  can 
be  implied  in  the  case  of  a  parol  contract. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me,  that  upon  the  facts  and  the  pleadings 
in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  We  are  asked  to 
imply  from  the  agreement  set  out  in  the  case,  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  should  and  might  quietly  use,  occupy,  pos- 
sess, and  enjoy  the  premises  for  the  term  for  which  the  defendant  had 
agreed  to  let  them.    It  may  be  that  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  may 

(a)  And  tee  WHSomi  r.'Bmrt^'wati^  toL  L  p.  408. 
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be  impfied  from  a  matual  agreement  to  let  and  to  take.  But,  passing  that 
by,  it  oogfat  at  all  events  to  appear  that  there  *is  an  absolute  agree-  r*202 
ment  to  demise  for  a  term :  whereas,  if  this  agreement  be  looked 
at,  it  urill  be  seen  that  the  defendant  does  not  agree  to  demise  to  the  plain- 
tiff absolutely  for  eight  years  and  a  quarter,  but  «  subject  to  the  same  condi- 
tions as  are  mentioned  in  the -memorandum  to  him  from  Mr.  Flight." 
How  are  we  to  say  that  the  conditions  to  which  reference  is  thus  made  do 
not  apply  to  the  term ;  and,  that  it  might  not  be  legally  determined,  or 
that  it  was  not  avoided  by  some  breach  of  the  conditions  ?  The  infer- 
ence, therefore,  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  draw  in  his  declaration,  is  one 
that  is  not  supported  by  law.  I  think  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
defendant. 

CoLTB£AN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  order  to  justify  us  in 
saying  that  a  warranty  or  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  may  be  implied 
here,  the  plaintiff  should  have  shown  what  were  the  conditions  referred  to 
in  Flight's  agreement.  Mams  v.  GUmey  shows  that  the  binding  force  of 
the  word  «  demise"  is  only  co-extensive  with  the  estate  out  of  which  the 
lease  is  granted.     Here  that  is  not  sufficiently  disclosed. 

Mavle,  J.  This  is  an  agreement  to  let  premises  for  a  given  term,  sub- 
ject to  certain  conditions.  The  declaration,  after  setting  out  the  agree- 
ment, and  alleging  mutual  promises,  goes  on  to  state  that  the  defendant 
undertook  and  promised  that  the  plaintiff  should  and  might  quietly  use, 
occupy,  possess,  and  enjoy  the  premises  for  the  term — not  saying,  sub- 
ject to  the  conditions.  It  may  be  that  one  of  those  conditions  affected 
the  term.  The  objection  is  one  that  goes  to  the  merits.  The  object  of 
the  parties  may  have  been  to  place  the  plaintiff  in  the  position  of  tenant 
to  Flight,  instead  of  that  of  tenant  to  the  defendant.  But  this  declaration 
is  framed  on  the  assumption  that  the  defendant  promised  *in  the  r«QQQ 
character  of  one  having  power  to  grant  for  an  absolute  and  inde- 
feasible term. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
judgment.  The  plaintiff  declares  for  a  breach  of  the  defendant's  promise 
that  he  should  have  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  premises  demised  to  him. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  an  express  contract  for  quiet  enjoyment :  but  it 
is  said  that  the  law  will  imply  it  from  the  agreement  set  out.  That  is  an 
agreement  to  let  for  a  certain  term,  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are 
mentioned  in  a  former  agreement  between  the  defendant  and  Flight.  But, 
how  can  we  imply  any  such  contract  from  an  agreement  subject  to  condi- 
tions that  are  not  set  out  ?  Even  assuming  that  the  word  « let,"  in  an 
agreement  is  equivalent  to  «  demise"  in  a  lease  under  seal,  (which  I  am 
not  prepared  to  admit,)  that  would  only  raise  an  impliec^  covenant  co- 
extensive, according  to  Adams  v.  Gibneyy  only  with  the  estate  out  of  which 
the  lease  is  granted.  Upon  that  ground,  also,  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  pi:e- 
cluded  from  recovering  here.  Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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To  a  count  by  endorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that, 
after  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration,  and  before  the  coinmeiicenieDt 
of  the  suit,  the  defendant  and  plaintiff  accounted  together  of  and  concerning  the  said  causes 
of  action,  and  all  other  clainu  and  demandt  then  being  betuxen  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant ;  and 
that,  on  that  accounting,  a  certain  sum  only  was  found  due  to  the  plaintifi^  which  sum  the 
defendant  paid,  and  the  plaintiff  received  in  full  satisfiustion  of  the  sum  so  due  and  owing 
as  last  aforesaid. 

Tlie  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  and  the  defendant  did  not  account  together  of  and  concerning 
the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration,  and  cfaXL  other  daimt  and  demandi  then  being  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant^  modo  et  forma : — 

Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  traverse  was  well  taken. 

Assumpsit  by  endorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
120/.  ds.y  dated  the  20th  of  December,  1845,  payable  three  months  after 
date. 

Pleas — first,  that  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was 
not  accepted  and  endorsed  in  manner  and  form  as  therein  alleged— 
secondly,  that,  after  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  defendant 
and  the  plaintiff  accounted  together  of  and  concerning  the  said  causes  of 
action,  and  all  other  claims  and  demands  then  being  between  the  plaintif 
and  the  defendant^  and  then  amounting  to  a  certain  large  sum  of  money, 
to  wit,  1000/. ;  and,  on  that  accounting,  a  certain  small  sum  of  money, 
and  no  more,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  50/.,  was  then  found  to  be,  and  then  was. 
due  and  owing  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff;  which  sum  of  mone) 
the  defendant  then,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  promised  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  him  on  request ;  that  thereupon  die  defendant,  afterwards,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  who  then 
accepted  and  received  of  and  from  the  defendant,  a  large  sum  of  money, 
to  wit,  50/.,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  such  last-mentioned  sum 
so  due  and  owing  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  as  last  aforesaid- 
verification. 

*2051  Replication  to  the  second  plea — that  the  plaintiff  *and  defend- 
ant did  not  account  together  of  and  concerning  the  said  causes 
of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  of  all  other  claims  and  demands 
then  being  between  the  plaintiff^  and  the  defendant^  in  manner  and  form  as 
in  the  second  plea  was  alleged — concluding  to  the  country. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  amongst  others,  that  the  traverse 
taken  in  and  by  the  said  replication  was  improper  and  too  large,  in  this, 
that  the  plaintiff  thereby  denied  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  accounted 
together  of  and  concerning  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  all  other  claims  and  demands  then  bebg  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant ;  whereas,  if  the  said  accounting  was  of  and  concerning 
the  said  causes  of  action  and  any  other  claim  or  demand  then  being  be- 
tween  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  the  plea  would  be  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  action;  and  the  replication  should  have  denied  that  such 


^?^ 


3  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  2 

accounting  as  aforesaid  was  of  o;  concerning  the  said  causes  of  action 
and  any  other  claim  or  demand  between  the  plaintifi*  and  the  defendant, 
and  was  insuflScient  in  its  present  form,  in  that  it  tended  to  oblige  the 
defendant  to  prove  more  than  wris  necessary  for  the  support  of  his  plea, 
and  was  thereby  informal,  too  large,  uncertain,  and  insufficient — ^that  tht 
issue  tendered  in  and  by  the  replication,  was,  for  the  causes  above  first 
assigned,  immaterial,  and  that  it  was  beside  the  merits  of  the  plea,  and  of 
tbis  action,  to  inquire  whether  the  said  accounting  was  of  and  concerning 
ail  other  claims  or  demands  between  the  plaintifi*  and  defendant,  or  not — 
that  the  traverse  was  too  large,  in  denying  that  the  accounting  was  of  and 
concerning  the  whole  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  should  have  denied,  disjunctively,  that  such  accounting  was  of  and 
concerning  such  causes  of  action,  or  any  part  thereof,  &c. 

*Channellf  Seijt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule     r^onA 
nisi  to  set  aside  the  demurrer  as  frivolous,  and  sign  judgment  as 
for  want  of  a  rejoinder.     He  submitted  that  the  replication  traversed  the 
only  material  part  of  the  plea. 

Gasdetj  Seijt.,  corUrtt^  contended  that  the  demurrer  was  well  founded ; 
or,  that,  at  all  events,  it  was  not  so  clearly  frivolous  as  to  warrant  the 
court  in  interfering  in  a  summary  way.  [Tindal,  C.  J.,  observing  that 
the  replication  took  issue  in  the  very  terms  of  the  plea,  said  that,  if  the 
defendant  would  abide  by  his  demurrer,  it  might  stand  for  argument  on 
Wednesday  next;  but  GaseUe  signified  his  readiness  to  proceed  at  once.] 
The  first  objection  to  the  replication  is,  that  it  traverses  too  much,  and 
puts  the  defendant  to  a  larger  proof  than  his  plea  imposes  upon  him.  In 
Stephen  on  Pleading,  5th  edit.  p.  279,  it  is  said,  that,  «(As  a  traverse 
must  not  be  taken  on  an  immaterial  allegation,  so,  when  applied  to  an 
allegation  that  is  material,  it  ought  in  general  to  take  in  no  more  and  no 
less  of  that  allegation  than  is  material.  If  it  involves  morey  the  traverse 
is  said  to  be  too  large  ;  if  less,  too  narrow,  A  traverse  may  be  too  large 
by  involving  in  the  issue,  quantity,  time,  place,  or  other  circumstances., 
which,  though  forming  part  of  the  allegation  traversed,  are  immaterial  to 
the  merits  of  the  cause.  Thus,  in  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bond  conditioned 
for  the  payment  of  1550/.,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  part  of  the  sum 
mentioned  in  the  condition,  to  wit,  1500/.,  was  won  by  gaming,  contrary 
to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  and  that  the  bond  was  con- 
sequently void.  The  plaintifi*  replied,  that  the  bond  was  given  for  a  just 
debt,  and  traversed  that  the  1500/.  was  won  by  gaming,  in  manner  and 
form  as  alleged.  On  *demurrer,  it  was  objected  that  the  replica*  r«no7 
'ion  was  ill,  because  it  made  the  precise  sum  parcel  of  the  issue, 
and  tended  to  oblige  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  whole  sum  of  1500/. 
was  won  by  gaming;  whereas,  the  statute  avoids  the  bond  if  any  part  of 
the  consideration  be  on  that  account.  The  court  was  of  opinion,  that  there 
was  no  colour  to  maintain  the  replication ;  for,  that  the  material  part  of 
the  plea  was,  that  part  of  the  money  for  which  the  bond  was  given  was  wox 
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by  gaming;  and  that  the  words,  <«to  wit,  1500/.,''  were  only  form,  of 
which  the  replication  ought  not  to  have  taken  any  notice,  (a)     So,  where 
the  condition  of  a  bond  was,  that  the  obligor  should  serve  the  obligee 
half  a  year,  and,  in  an  action  of  debt  on  the  bond,  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  he  had  served  him  half  a  year  at  D.,  in  the  county  of  K.,  and  the 
plaintiff  replied,  that  he  had  not  served  him  half  a  year  at  D.,  in  the  county 
of  K.y  this  was  adjudged  to  be  a  bad  traverse,  as  involving  the  place, 
which  was  immaterial. (&)     So,  where  the  plaintiff  pleaded  that  the  queen, 
at  a  manor  court  held  on  such  a  day,  by  J.  S.,  her  steward,  and  by  copy 
of  court  roll,  &c.,  granted  certain  land  to  the  plaintiff's  lessor,  and  the 
defendant  rejoined,  traversing  that  the  queen,  at  a  manor  court  held  such 
a  day,  by  J.  S.,  her  steward,  granted  the  land  to  the  lessor;  the  court 
held,  that  the  traverse  was  ill,  "  for,  the  jury  are  thereby  bound  to  find  a 
copy  on  such  a  day,  and  by  such  a  steward ;  which  ought  not  to  be." 
The  traverse,  it  seems,  ought  to  have  been,  « that  the  queen  did  not  grant 
in  manner  and  form  as  alleged^  (c)  words  which  bring  into  issue  only  the 
substance  of  the  allegation."     So,  here  the  replication  should  have  been, 
*2081     ^^^^  ^^  plaintiff  *and  the  defendant  did  not  account  together  of  and 
concerning  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  moio 
etformdy  without  noticing  the  other  claims  and  demands.(c/}  Palmer  v, 
Ekins^  2  Str.  818^  2  Ld.  Raym.  1550,  is  also  an  authority  to  show  that 
this  traverse  is  too  large.     In  Stephen,  page  281,  it  is  further  said,  that 
"  a  traverse  may  be  too  large,  by  being  taken  in  the  conjunctive^  instead 
of  the  disjunctive^  where  it  is  not  material  that  the  allegation  traversed 
should  be  proved  conjunctively."    Most  of  the  authorities  are  collected  in 
the  notes  to  Coram  v.  Sweeting:  2  Wms.  Sauud.  207  a,  n.  (m),  « where, 
in  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  false  return  of  nulla  bona^  the  declaration 
alleged  that  the  defendant  (the  sheriff)  seized  and  took  in  execution,  divers 
goods  and  chattels,  of  the  value  of  the  moneys  directed  to  be  levied,  and 
then  levied  the  same  thereout ;  and  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  he  did  not 
seize  or  take  in  execution  any  goods  or  chattels,  and  levy  the  monejs  di- 
rected to  be  levied  modo  etformd;  it  was  held,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as 
the  issue  tendered  was  too  large ;  for,  the  defendant,  by  the  issue  tendered, 
would  render  it  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  goods  were 
seized,  and  the  money  levied  out  of  them ;  whereas,  the  sheriff  would  be 
liable  if  he  seized,  whether  he  sold  or  not.  (e)     So,  where,  to  an  action 
oil  an  attorney's  bill,  the  plea  was  that  it  was  brought  for  fees  at  law  and 
'  in  equity,  and  no  bill  delivered ;  and  the  replication  traversed  that  it  was 
brought  for  fees  at  law  and  in  equity ;  this  was  held  ill,  for,  the  defence 
would  have  been  good  if  the  action  were  brought  for  either.  (^)    And, 
*2091     ^bci'^^ci'  ^^6  effect  of  the.  replication  is  to  compel  the  defendant  *to 
prove  more  than  he  otherwise  would  have  been  bound  to  do  in 

(a)  Colbonu  v.  StockdaU,  Str.  403,  8  Mod.  58.  (6)  DocL  Pi.  360. 

(c)  Lam  T.  Alexander^  Yetv.  122.  (rf)  Tide  poet,  p.  310. 

(f )  &tt660  V.  ZaifMOfi,  1  M.  &  W.  728.    And  see  JDrviM  v.Lroitoii,  11  Ad.  &£.  tt8l 
\f)  Moon  v.  BmdcaU,  1  BLngh.  N.  C.  323,  1  Soott,  122. 
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sapport  of  his  plea,  it  is  bad.  (a)  Thus,  where  to  an  action  on  a  bill  of 
exchange,  by  the  endorsee  against  the  acceptor,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that,  afler  the  endorsement,  and  before  the  ccmmencement  of  the  suit,  the 
plaintiflf  endorsed  and  delivered  the  .bill  to  a  person  whose  name  was  to 
the  defendant  unknown,  and  that  the  defendant  then  became  and  still  is, 
liable  to  pay  the  amount  to  the  said  person  to  whom  it  was  so  endorsed, 
and  who  froai  the  time  of  that  endorsement  hitherto  has  been,  and  isy  the 
holder  thereof;  and  the  plaintiflf  replied,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  he  the  plaintiff  was,  and  still  is,  the  holder  of  the 
said  bill, — without  this  that  any  other  person  t^  the  holder  thereof,  modo 
et  forma  as  ia  the  plea  alleged ;  it  was  held,  that  this  replication  was  bad, 
as  the  traverse  was  too  large,  inasmuch  as  it  made  it  incumbent  on  the 
defendant  to  show  that  another  person,  and  not  the  plaintiiT,  was  the 
holder,  both  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  and  at  the  time  of  the 
plea  pleaded,  and  the  latter  fact  was  immaterial,  {b)  A^d  in  Comyns's 
Digest,  tit.  Pleader  J  (G.  15,)  it  is  laid  down,  that  «<a  traverse  larger  than  can 
be  denied,  is  bad;  as,  in  intrusion,  if  it  be  alleged  that  possessions  of  a 
college  of  deans  and  canons  of  £.  founded  apud  Westminster^  by  dissolution, 
&c.,  came  to  the  king,  and  the  defendant  intruded,  &c. ;  the  defendant  says 
that  the  foundation  was  by  another  name,  absque  hoc  that  it  was  founded 
epud  Westminster,  by  the  name  alleged ;  it  is  a  bad  traverse,  because  it  ex- 
tends to  the  place  of  the  foundation."  The  replication  is  also  bad  as  taking 
issue  on  an  immaterial  allegation.  The  proper  issue  would  have  been 
upon  the  payment  in  'satisfaction :  whether  the  parties  accounted  r«2io 
of  and  concerning  other  matters,  was  altogether  immaterial.  ^ 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  The  plea  in  question  alleges  an  accounting  and  a  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  found  due.  Unless  it  had  alleged  both,  it  would  have 
been  no  answer  to  the  action.  The  plaintiflf  in  his  replication  has  thought 
fit  to  take  issue  upon  the  accounting.  The  plea  states  the  accounting  to 
have  been,  not  only  of  and  concerning  the  causes  of  action  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  but  also  of  and  concerning  all  other  claims  and  de- 
mands then  being  between  the  plaintiflf  and  defendant ;  and  alleges  a  re- 
duction of  the  balance  on  such  accounting,  to  50/.,  and  payment  of  that 
sum.  The  plaintiff  in  his  replication  says,  that  the  plaintiflf  and  defend- 
ant did  not  account  together  of  and  concerning  the  said  causes  of  action 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  of  all  other  claims  and  demands  then 
being  between  the  plaintiflf  and  the  defendant,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. 
The  defendant  objects,  that  in  this  the  plaintiflf  has  followed  him  too  closely, 
and  that  the  traverse  should  have  been  limited  to  the  accounting  of  and 
concerning  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned.(c)    But, 

(o)  Pet  Parke,  B^  10  M.  &  W.  C38,  639. 

(6)  Baian  v.  Arnold,  6  M  &  W.  669.  And  aee  Fithtr  v.  Ford,  12  Ad.  &  E.  664,  4  P.  &  D 
347 ;  JDeJtfeifMa  Y.  Aorman,  9  M.  &  W.  820. 

(c)  It  wu  10  arpted;  but  the  demurrer  appears  to  have  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the 
iatrodoctioQ  of  any  on»  claim  into  the  aocount  btt/ond  the  cause  of  action  declared  on  would 
have  been  sufiBcient  to  support  the  plea. 
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if  the  plaintiflf  had  so  shaped  his  traverse,  there  ^'ould  have  been  a  short 
answer,  viz.  that  the  accounting  was  also  of  and  concerning  other  matters, 
which  other  matters  turned  the  balance  against  the  plaintiflf,  and  so  the 
traverse  would  have  been  too  narrow.  Most  of  the  cases  cited  by  the  de- 
fendant are  cases  of  traverses  of  matter  alleged  in  the  declaration,  which 
is  widely  different  from  a  distinct  allegation  in  a  plea. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  also  think  the  traverse  in  this  case  is  well  taken  ;  abJ 
•2111  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  within  the  rule  stated  in  'Stephen  on  Pleading,  282 — 
that «  a  party  may,  in  general,  traverse  a  material  allegation  ^^f 
title  or  estate,  to  the  extent  to  which  it  is  alleged,  though  it  need  iiot 
have  been  alleged  to  that  extent ;  and  such  traverse  will  not  be  consideied 
as  too  large." 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  this  replication  sufficient :  it  traverses  a  ma- 
terial allegation  in  the  plea.  The  defendant  must  be  taken  to  admit  rfae 
.acceptance,  and  to  seek  to  get  rid  of  his  liability,  by  stating  an  account- 
ing with  the  plaintiff  of  and  concerning  the  bill  and  all  other  claims  and 
demands  between  the  parties.  If  the  plea  is  true,  it  discloses  a  specific 
defence.  The  replication  traverses  that  the  accounting  alleged  by  the  de- 
fendant took  place.  The  distinction  is  well  known  between  allegations 
that  lie  in  quantity  and  are  divisible,  and  those  that  involve  matters  of  de* 
scription  only,  which,  if  traversed,  must  be  proved  as  alleged.  Here,  the 
plea  involves  an  agreement  between  the  parties  that  they  would  account 
respecting  the  bill  and  all  matters  in  difference.  That  is  a  description  of 
the  accounting,  which,  if  traversed,  must  be  proved  in  its  entirety.  Sup- 
pose the  plea  had  alleged  a  submission  to  arbitration  of  the  cause  and  all 
matters  in  difference,  and  that  a  sum  of  50/.  had  been  found  due,  and 
had  been  thereupon  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  Upon  a  tra- 
verse of  that  plea,  the  whole  must  have  been  proved.  It  is  no  answer  to 
say,  that  something  short  of  that  statement  might  have  amounted  to  a  de- 
fence. The  whole  is  matter  of  description^  which  must  be  proved  in  its 
entirety.  It  is  not  a  divisible  allegation,  that  may  be  proved  in  part ;  as 
in  the  case  of  the  ship  and  cable,  in  Goram  v.  Sweeting.  For  these 
reasons  I  think  it  quite  clear  that  this  is  a  good  replication ;  and  conse- 
quently that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Ml  oi        '^'Cresswell,  J.    I  think  this  demurrer  is  clearly  frivolous ;  and 
that,  at  all  events,  the  replication  is  not  open  to  the  objections 
urged  against  it.  Judgment  for  the  plaint iff.(a) 

(a)  Qucre,  whether  the  plea  was  not  bad,  for  not  showing  that  the  aoooant  embraced  any 
daim  or  demand  agakat  the  plaintiff.  If  A.  selU  a  horse  to  B.  for  502.,  and  afterwards  & 
sells  an  ox  to  A.  for  lOiL,  and  they  account  together,  and  strike  a  balance,  A.  exchanges  his 
right  of  action  lor  50iL  against  an  extinction  of  the  debt  of  lOt  and  a  new  right  of  action  for 
40L  But,  if  A.  is  the  seller  of  both  horse  and  ox,  an  accounting  amounts  to  nothing  mora 
than  an  acknowledgment  of  the  antecedent  liability.    And  see  ante,  YoL  I.  869,  n. 

li^  in  the  principal  case,  the  plea  had  shown  that  imtfuoi  claims  had  been  thrown  into  the 
account,  the  number  of  the  cross  demands  would  appear  to  be  inunateriaL  Supposing  Page 
had  pleaded  that  ne  and  Sutlon  accounted  together  «of  and  concerning  the  said  causes  e( 
action,'*  and  also  of  and  ffm^rping  certain  claims  and  demands  then  due  from  die  plaintiff  ta 
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the  defendant  for  goods  sold,  and  for  work  and  labour,  and  for  money  lent,  it  oould  hardly 
haTe  been  contended  that  this  conventional  setroff  was  matter  of  indivisible  description,  and 
not  matter  of  divisible  allegation. 


HAMMOND  V.  COLLS.    June  2. 

The  court  refused  to  allow  a  replication  to  be  amended  afler  the  lapse  of  a  year  after  judg- 
ment pronounced  on  demurrer,  the  case  having  previously  stood  over  that  the  parties  might 
mutually  agree  to  amend,  and  both  having  declined  to  do  sa 

Trespass.  The  first  count  charged  the  defendant  with  breaking  and 
entering  a  messuage,  farm,  and  lands,  and  treading  down  and  trampling 
down,  &c.,  the  crops  thereon  growing;  and  seizing,  taking,  and  carry- 
ing away  the  said  crops,  and  converting  and  disposing  of  the  same  to  the 
defendant's  use.  The  second  and  fourth  counts  charged  an  expulsion 
of  the  plaintiflfand  his  family  from  the  farm  and  dwelling-house. 

The  eighth  plea  to  these  counts,  afler  setting  out  a  lease  by  indenture 
from  A.  to  the  plaintiff,  which  contained  covenants  by  the  plaintiff  that  he 
would  not,  at  any  time  during  the  term,  sow,  reap,  or  take  from  the  arable 
lands  demised,  or  any  part  thereof,  more  than  two  crops  of  any  sort  of 
corn  or  grain  successively,  but  would,  every  third  year,  summer-fallow  or 
lay  the  said  *arable  lands  down  with  rye-grass  and  clover  seeds,     r^oi  3 
or  would  plant  with  potatoes,  or  sow  with  peas  or  beans,  which 
should  be  twice  well  hoed ;  and  also  that  the  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
&c.,  should  not,  at  any  time  during  the  term,  let,  assign,  or  set  over,  or 
otherwise  part  with  the  indenture  or  lease,  or  the  premises  thereby  de- 
mised, without  the  special  license  and  consent  of  A.,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
in  writing — with  a  power  of  re-entry  for  breach  of  any  covenant  in  the 
lease — and  setting  out  a  grant  by  indenture  of  the  reversion  to  the  defend- 
ant— ^stated,  that,  after  the  making  of  those  indentures,  &c.,  the  plaintiff 
did  set  over  and  part  with  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  and  the  term  there- 
by created,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture  of 
lease,  and  the  proviso  and  condition  for  re-entry  therein  contained,  ^0  un/, 
iy  pawning^  pkdgingj  and  mortgaging  the  said  inderdure  ofkase  to  and 
toUk  certain  creditors j  to  unt^  B.  and  C,  without  the  consent  of  ^.  or  of  the 
defendant.    To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  did  not  set  over  or 
part  with  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  or  the  term  thereby  created,  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture  of  lease,  and  the  proviso 
and  condition  for  re-entry  therein  contained,  hy  paumingf  pledging^  or 
mortgaging  Vie  said  indenture  of  lease  to  and  with  the  said  supposed  cre- 
ditors of  him  the  plaintiff  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  or  either  of  them,  modo 
^formd.     To  this  replication,  as  well  as  to  the  replication  to  a  further 
plea  (the  tenth)  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  same  counts,  the  defendant  demurred 

specially. 
Upon  the  argument  of  the  demurrers,  the  court  suggested  that  both 

parties  should  amend,  without  costs — the  plaintiff,  his  replication  to  the 
VOL.  m.  18  M  2 


213  Doe  d.  Bailey  v.  Foster.  T.  T.  1846. 

eig}ith  plea ;  and  the  defendant,  by  withdrawing  his  demurrer  to  the 
plication  to  the  tenth  plea,  and  taking  issue  thereon.  To  this  proposal  the 
defendant  refused  to  accede ;  and  neither  party  having,  after  some  ne- 
gotiation between  the  parties,  applied  to  amend  his  own  defective  plead- 
*2141  ^°S^  ^P^^  ^payment  qfcostSy  the  court,  in  the  last  Trinity  vacation, 
pronounced  judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the  demurrer  to  the 
replication  to  the  eighth  plea — ^holding  that  the  replication  ought  to  have 
denied  generally,  that  the  plaintiff  had  parted,  i,  e.  in  any  manner  parted, 
with  the  indenture,  instead  of  confining  the  issue  to  the  particular  mode 
dT  parting  with  it,  immaterially  stated,  under  a  scilicet^  in  the  plea :  and  for 
the  plaintiflTon  the  demurrer  to  the  replication  to  the  tenth  plea.(a) 

Mannings  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff,  now  moved  for  leave  to  amend  his 
replication  to  the  eighth  plea,  or  to  add  a  count.  [Maule,  J.  You  should 
have  made  your  election  while  the  matter  stood  over  for  that  purpose ;  or, 
at  all  events,  you  should  have  applied  at  the  time  the  judgment  was  pro- 
nounced. I  think  it  is  now  too  late.]  The  power  of  the  court  to  amend 
is  almost  without  limit.  Amendments  have  been  allowed  after  much 
greater  lapse  of  time :  and  even  after  judgment  and  a  writ  of  error  brought 
and  argued :  Richardson  v.  Mellishy  3  Bingh.  346, 11  J.  B.  Moore,  104.(i) 
[Cresswell,  J.  That  was  not  an  amendment  of  the  pleadings.  Maule,  J. 
You  are  not  without  remedy :  you  may  bring  a  new  action.] 

Per  Curiam.  We  think  we  have  no  power*  under  the  circumstances, 
to  allow  the  proposed  amendment.  It  is  now  nearly  a  year  since  the 
judgment  was  pronounced.  And  we  delayed  giving  it  for  a  considerable 
time  to  give  the  parties  an  opportunity  to  amend ;  the  amendment  now 
prayed  being  at  that  time  the  very  subject-matter  of  discussion.  We 
think  we  ought  not  to  interfere  with  the  bargain  (c)  then  made. 

Manning  took  nothing. 

(a)  Vide  antd.  Vol.  L,  p.  016,  3  D.  &  L.  164. 

h)  And  see  MdUsk  v.  JUehardton,  7  &  &  C.  819,  0  Bingh.  125,  2  M.  &  Scott,  191,  1  Clark. 
&  Fin.  224. 

(e)  Qucre,  between  whom  f 
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"By  a  memorandum  of  agreement,  dated  the  33d  of  Jnne,  1S42,  made  between  A.,  as  agent 
£>r  and  on  behalf  of  the  churclx  wardens  of  the  parish  of  St  M.  (not  naming  them,)  of  the 
one  part,  and  B.  of  the  other  part,  it  was  agreed  (provided  a  license  could  be  obtained  from 
the  lord  of  the  manor,  and  upon  B.  putting  the  premises  in  repair)  that  the  chuxchwardens 
should  grant  a  lease  to  B.  for  twenty-one  years  from  Midsummer-day  then  next,  under  the 
clear  yearly  rent  of  30/.;  such  lease  to  contain  covenants  for  payment  of  rent  and 
taxes,  and  to  repair,  insure,  not  to  commit  waste,  &o.;  and  all  other  usual  and  proper  oore- 
nants,  &c.;  and  B.  agreed  to  accept  such  lease,  and  execute  a  counterpart,  &c^  and  that 
until  such  lease  and  counterpart  should  be  granted,  the  said  yearly  rent  should  be  payable 
and  recoverable  by  distress  or  otherwise,  in  like  manner  as  if  such  lease  and  couDtcrpart 
had  been  executed  )— 

Bdi,  that  this  instrument  was  properly  stamped  as  an  agrttmnU, 

Mdd,  also,  that  the  tenancy  thereby  created— whether  a  tenancy  ftom  year  toyear^  (which  die 
court  thought  it  was,)  or  a  tenancy  at  will— was  properly  put  an  end  to  by  a  iKitioe  to  qiiii 
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and  deliver  up  possetsion,  given  by  persona  acting  as  agents  for  C.  and  D.  who  were  church 
wazdeuA  as  the  time  the  agreement  was  made  and  B.  let  into  poseeseion;  notwithstanding 
the  notice  purported  also  to  have  been  given  on  behalf  of  the  churchwardens  and  Dverseers 
in  office  when  the  notice  was  served,  and  did  not  state  to  whom  the  possession  was  to  be 
delivered  up. 
The  statute  59  G.  3,  c.  12,  s.  17,  does  not  apply  to  copyholds. 

Ejectment,  for  a  messuage  and  land  situate  at  Walthamstow,  in  the 
county  of  Essex. 

The  declaration  contained  four  demises,  each  being  laid  on  the  25th 
of  June,  1845, — the  first,  by  Robert  Bailey  and  Richard  Bedford  Allen, 
churchwardens,  and  George  Collard  and  Alfred  Janson,  overseers,  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  Walthamstow — ^the  second,  by  James  Pistor — ^the 
third,  by  Charles  Webber  and  John  Budd — ^the  fourth,  by  John  Stoker  and 
Robert  Bailey. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the 
county  of  Essex.  It  appeared  that  the  premises  in  question  had  been  held 
by  the  defendant  under  the  following  agreement,  which  when  produced 
bore  a  20^.  agreement  stamp : — > 

**  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  this  23d  of  June,  1S42,  between 
H.  F.  Gadsden,  as  agent  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  churchwardens  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  Walthamstow,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  of  the  one  part, 
•and  John  Foster,  of  Rotherfidd  Street,  Islington,  in  the  county  of  r*2i  g 
Middlesex,  of  the  other  part : 

«<  The  said  H.  F.  Gadsden  hereby  agrees,  (provided  a  license  can  be 
obtained  from  the  lord  of  the  manor  in  which  the  hereditaments  and  pre- 
mises hereinafter  particularly  mentioned  are  situate,  but  without  any  right 
in  the  said  John  Foster,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  to  require 
the  sanction  of  the  poor-lftw  commissioners,  or  the  board  of  guardians  of 
the  union  in  which  the  said  parish  is  comprised,  and  upon  the  said  John 
Foster  putting  the  said  messuage  or  tenement^  buildingSy  and  premises^  into 
a  good  and  tenantable  state  of  repair j)  that  the  said  churchwardens  shall 
grant  and  execute,  or  cause  or  procure  to  be  granted  and  executed,  unto 
the  said  John  Foster,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  a  lease 
of  all  that  pieee  or  parcel  of  land  lying  and  being,  in  Walthamstow  afore- 
said, heretofore  (with  other  land  and  buildings  thereon  belonging  to  Sir 
R.  Fitzwygram)  in  the  occupation  of  Mr.  Saltmer,  and  late  of  Mr.  Brown, 
and  now  unoccupied ;  and  also  all  that  messuage  or  dwelling-house  and 
appurtenances  standing  and  being  thereon,  (except  timber  and  timber-like 
trees  growing  thereon,  and  except  the  tenant's  fixtures  in  and  about  the 
same,  for  the  removal  of  which  the  said  Mr.  Saltmer  is  to  be  at  liberty  to 
enter  upon  the  premises  as  may  be  necessary,  provided  the  said  John  Fos* 
ter,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  shall  not  become  the  pur- 
chaser thereof,)  to  hold  to  the  said  John  Foster,  his  executors,  adminis* 
trators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  Midsummer-day 
fiexty  at  and  under  the  clear  yearly  rent  of  30/.,  payable  quarterly,  free 
from  all  taxes,  tithes,  or  rent-charges  in  lieu  of  tithee,  and  all  deductions 
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v^hatsoever,  except  income  and  property-tax ;  such  lease  to  contiun  cove* 
nants  for  payment  of  rent  and  taxes,  to  repair  and  keep  in  repair,  not  to 
*2171  ^^^  ^^^  *^^^  agreed-to-be-demised  messuage  or  tenement  other 
than  as  a  private  dwelling-house,  to  insure  the  premises  in  bOM. 
at  the  least,  and  the  usual  power  to  enter  and  see  to  state  of  repairs,  to  cut 
and  carry  away  timber,  and  to  re-enter  on  non-payment  of  rent  or  non- 
performance of  covenants;  and  all  other  usual  and  proper  covenants, 
clauses,  provisoes,  and  agreements:  And  the  said  John  Foster  hereby 
agrees  to  except  such  lease  and  execute  a  counterpart  thereof,  (such  lease 
and  counterpart  to  be  prepared  by  the  solicitor  to  the  said  parish,)  and  to 
pay  the  expense  thereof,  and  of  and  relating  to  such  license  so  to  be 
obtained  as  aforesaid,  and  of  this  agreement,  the  said  churchwardens 
hereby  agreeing  to  allow  to  the  said  John  Foster,  his  executors,  and 
administrators,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  3/.  lbs,  out  of  the  first  quarter's 
rent  payable  in  respect  of  such  premises ;  and  that,  until  such  lease  and 
counterpart  shall  be  granted,  the  said  yearly  rent  shall  be  payable  and 
recoverable,  by  distress  or  otherwise,  in  like  manner  as  if  such  lease  and 
counterpart  had  been  executed.  As  witness,"  &c. 
.  It  appeared  that  a  draft  lease  had  been  prepared  and  sent  to  the  defend- 
ant's solicitors,  who  returned  it  with  an  intimation  that  the  defendant  did 
not  then  require  a  lease  to  be  executed,  but  that,  whenever  a  lease  was 
executed,  it  must  be  a  legal  and  valid  instrument. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that  the  above  instrument 
should  have  been  stamped  with  a  30^.  lease  stamp ;  or,  if  it  amounted  to 
no  more  than  an  agreement^  that,  inasmuch  as  it  was  stamped  after  the 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  21,  came  into  operation,  it  should  have  been  impressed  with 
the  2s,  6d.  stamp  imposed  by  that  statute.  U{y>n  this  point  the  learned 
baron  reserved  to  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  plaintiff  then  put  in  a  notice  to  quit,  dated  the  2l8t  of  November, 
•2181     ^^^>  ^y  ^^^  Stoker  and  Robert  *Bailey,  who  were  proved  to 
have  been  at  that  time  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary, 
Walthamstow. 

It  was  thereupon  objected,  for  the  defendant,  that  there  was  no  evidence 
that  the  premises  were  parish  property,  or  that  the  requisites  of  the  statute 
59  G.  3,  c.  12,  s.  17,  had  been  complied  with ;  and  that,  at  all  events, 
the  notice  should  have  been  given  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers^ 
and  should  have  so  described  them. 

The  plaintiff  then  gave  in  evidence  the  following  notice  to  quit,  signed 
by  Messrs.  Hindman  &  Howard,  the  attorneys  for  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  they  were  authorized  in  writing  by 
the  persons  on  whose  behalf  the  notice  was  stated  to  be  given,  to  give 
such  notice  :(a) 

<«  We,  the  undersigned,  as  agents  for  and  on  behalf  of  Charles  Webber 

(a)  See  Goodtitk  dLKing  v.  Woodward,  3  fi. &  Aid.  680;  Dot  d, LytUr  t.  GoUtwm,  1  Gale  & 
J).  463. 
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and  John  Budd,  late  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Waltham- 
stoWy  Essex,  and  John  Stoker  and  Robert  Bailey,  the  present  churchwar- 
dens of  the  said  parish,  and  Edward  Wigram  and  Samuel  Taylor,  the 
present  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  same  parish,  do  hereby  require  you 
to  quit  and  deliver  up  possession,  on  the  24th  day  of  June  next,  of  all 
that  messuage,  tenement,  or  dwelling-house,  with  the  yard,  garden,  here- 
ditaments, and  appurtenances  to  the  same  belonging,  situate  and  being  in 
CSiurch  Hill  Lane,  Waltbamstow  aforesaid,  and  now  in  your  occupation. 
Dated  this  24th  of  December,  1844." 

For  the  defendant  it  was  objected,  that  this  notice  was  defective,  inas- 
much as  it  did  not  state  to  whom  the  premises  were  to  be  delivered  up : 
and  that  there  was  no  demise  in  the  declaration  to  which  it  could  apply. 

It  was  then  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  *no  notice     r*o\Q 
to  quit  was  necessary,  half  a  year's  rent  being  in  arrear,  and  no 
sufficient  distress  on  the  premises :  as  to  this,  however,  the  proof  failed. 
Certain  acts  of  waste  committed  by  the  defendant  were  then  proved. 

To  obviate  the  infirmities  of  the  other  parts  of  the  case,  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiiTthen  sought  to  rely  on  the  demise  by  James  Pistor.  For  this 
purpose,  they  put  in  an  examined  copy  of  the  court-roll  of  the  manor  of 
Walthamstow,  containing  an  admittance  of  one  William  James  Pistor  to 
certain  tenements,  {parcel  of  the  manor,  on  the  9th  of  January,  1822,  «  in 
trust  for  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Walthamstow." 

It  was  objected,  for  the  defendant,  that  this  copy  was  inadmissible  for 
want  of  a  stamp.(a)    This  objection,  however,  was  overruled. 

The  evidence  to  identify  the  premises  mentioned  in  this  admittance  with 
those  which  were  the  subject  of  this  action,  and  also  to  identify  the  Wil- 
liam James  Pistor  therein  named  with  the  James  Pistor,  the  party  demis- 
ing, was  extremely  slight.  The  learned  baron,  however,  submitted  that 
question  to  the  jury,  who  found  that  the  premises  were  the  same,  and  that 
the  William  James  Pistor,  in  the  admittance,  and  the  James  Pistor  in  the 
declaration,  were  one  and  the  same  person.  The  learned  baron  thereupon 
allowed  the  declaration  to  be  amended,(6)  notwithstanding  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant  declined  to  admit  the  lease,  entry,  and  ouster,  in  the  decla- 
ratif^Q  so  amended.     There  was  no  application  to  amend  the  consent-rule. 

It  was  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that,  as  against  Pistor, 
there  had  been  an  adverse  possession  of  more  than  twenty  years ;  and 
th?t,  at  all  events,  he  had  acquiesced  in  the  holding  by  the  defendant, 
and  that  *such  holding  could  not  be  determined  without  a  demand  rnoon 
of  possession.  *' 

A  verdict  was  entered  generally  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff. 

Byles^  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant,  or  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved,  or  for  a 
new  trial. 


i: 


a)  See  Ik€  d,  Cawlhom  or  Hawthorn  ▼.  M§e,  4  B.  &  Ad.  617, 1  Nev.  k  M.  424. 

b)  »JhtbfUanU  tmipaoi"  said  his  lordship  in  bis  repon  to  the  oonrt 
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Channelly  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  BoviUy)  now  showed  cause.  The 
instrument  in  question  was  a  mere  agreement  for  a  future  lease,  and  was 
therefore  properly  stamped  with  an  agreement  stamp.  If  it  were  held  to 
be  a  lease,  it  would  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  lessors'  estate,  the  license 
of  the  lord  of  the  manor  being  necessary :  and  that  is  a  circumstance  that 
will  not  be  lost  sight  of  in  construing  the  instrument.  In  Doe  d,  Coore 
V.  Clare^  2  T.  R.  739,  an  instrument  on  an  agreement  stamp,  reciting 
that  A.,  in  case  he  should  be  entitled  to  certain  premises  on  the  death 
of  B.,  would  immediately  demise  the  same  to  C,  declaring  that  he  did 
thereby  agree  to  demise  and  let  the  same^  with  a  subsequent  covenant  to 
procure  a  license  to  let  from  the  lord, — was  held  to  operate  as  an  agree- 
ment for  a  lease,  and  not  as  .an  absolute  demise.  Lord  Kenyon  said  that 
all  the  court  were  of  opinion  (<that  the  instrument  was  an  executory 
agreement  only,  and  not  a  lease :"  and  one  of  the  reasons  assigned  was — 
<(  because,  if  this  were  held  to  be  a  lease,  a  forfeiture  would  be  incurred ; 
whereas,  that  would  be  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  who  have 
cautiously  guarded  against  it  by  the  insertion  of  a  covenant  that  a  license 
to  lease  should  be  procured  from  the  lord."  [Tindal,  C.  J.  That  was  an 
*2211  ^^^°^^Q^  ^^^  ^  lease  for  twenty-one  years.  Does  the  same  *rule 
hold  with  reference  to  a  lease  for  a  year  ?  Maule,  J.  The  pro- 
viso as  to  the  distress  seems  to  show  that  the  actual  position  of  the  parties 
was  intended  to  be  the  same  as  if  the  instrument  wa&  alease.]  The  con- 
struction of  the  instrument  can  hardly  depend  upon  that.  In  Hayward 
V.  HasweUj  6  Ad.  &  E.  266,  by  agreement  between  P.  and  H.,  P.  agreed 
to  grant  to  H.  a  lease  of  land  and  the  buildings  then  standing  thereon, 
and  others  to  be  erected  thereon  under  the  agreement,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, as  they  were  and  had  been  in  the  possession  of  H.,  for  a  term  of 
years,  to  commence  at  a  day  then  past,  at  a  specified  rent,  payable  on 
days  then  to  come ;  and  P.  agreed  in  four  months  to  erect  certain  buildings 
on  the  land;  and  H.  agreed  to  take  the  lease,  and  execute  a  counterpart, 
and,  in  the  said  four  months,  to  erect  certain  buildings  on  the  land :  and 
it  was  agreed  that  the  lease  should  be  granted  immediately  after  P.  should 
obtain  his  lease  of  the  said  premises  from  M.,  under  the  then  subsisting 
agreement  between  P.  and  M. ;  and  that  the  lease  from  P.  to  M.  should 
contain  like  covenants,  &c.,  to  those  in  the  lease  from  M.  to  P.,  and  such 
other  covenants  as  were  usual  in  such  leases ;  and  H.  agreed  to  pay  the 
rent,  as  if  the  lease  from  P.  were  already  executed :  if  H.  failed  to  pay 
such  rent,  or  perform  the  agreement,  the  agreement  was  to  be  void  so  far 
as  regarded  the  engagements  of  P. ;  and  P.  might  retain,  or  re-enter  upon, 
and  dispose  of,  the  premises :  if  P.  failed  to  perform,  &c.,  he  was  to  pay 
5000/.  to  H.  as  liquidated  damages.  It  was  held  that  the  instrument  did 
not  amount  to  a  present  demise,  inasmuch  as  P.  appeared  by  the  agree- 
ment to  have  no  present  power  to  grant  a  lease;  and  that,  H.  having  en- 
*2221  ^^^^'  ^^^  made  default  in  payment  of  rent,  P.  could  not  distrain. 
^    BidcneU  v.  Hood^  5  M.  &  W.  104,  however,  approaches  more  ^nearly 
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to  the  present  case.  By  an  instrument  dated  December  13th,  1834, 
A.,  in  consideration  of  the  rents,  covenants,  and  agreements  therein- 
after mentioned,  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  to  B.,  his  executors,  &c.,  of 
certain  premises,  to  hold  the  same  for  the  term  of  two  years  and  three 
quarters,  wanting  seven  days,  from  the  25th  of  December  then  instant, 
yielding  and  paying  a  certain  rent,  payable  quarterly,  the  first  payment  to 
be  made  on  the  25th  of  March  then  next;  which  indenture  should  contain 
covenants  on  the  part  of  B.  to  pay  the  rent,  &c.,  and  all  such  other  cove- 
aants  as  were  contained  in  a  lease  therein  referred  to ;  and  B.  agreed  that 
be  would^  if  and  when  requested  so  to  do  by  A.,  accept  such  lease ;  and 
that,  uniU  such  lease  should  have  been  granted  as  aforesaid,  it  should  ie 
lawful  for  ^.^  his  executors^  ^c,  to  distrain  for  all  or  any  part  of  the  rent 
which  might  become  due  from  B.^for  or  in  respect  of  the  premises  therAy 
agreed  to  be  demised j  at  any  time  after  the  execution  of  that  agreemeTit :  and 
it  was  held  that  the  instrument  operated  as  an  agreement  only,  and  not  as 
an  actual  demise:  and  consequently  that  an  agreement  stamp  was  suffi- 
cient for  it.  Parkg,  B.,  there  says:  «The  general  rule  is,  that,  if  there 
are  any  words  showing  a  present  intention  that  one  is  to  give  and  the 
other  to  have  possession,  a  tenancy  is  created;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
in  this  case  there  appear  sufficient  words  of  positive  agreement  that  the 
defendant  shall  have  possession  at  all  events.  I  think  it  will  be  found,  on 
examination,  that  there  is  nothing  to  bind  the  lessor  to  give  possession  in 
any  event,  unless  a  lease  is  executed;  and  I  think  the  true  construction 
of  the  instrument  is,  that  the  lessor  agrees  to  grant  a  future  lease,  and  the 
lessee  agrees,  that  if,  before  it  is  granted,  he  is  permitted  to  occupy,  and 
does  occupy,  then  the  lessor  is  to  have  power  to  distrain.  But  for  such 
a  stipulation,  the  lessor  might  not  have  been  enabled  to  distrain  until 
*some  rent  had  been  paid,  without  a  fresh  agreement  to  show  that  r«QOQ 
the  terms  of  the  tenancy  were  settled."  And  Maule,  J.,  added: 
•«  There  would  be  no  doubt  in  this  case,  if  it  were  not  for  the  clause  relat- 
ing to  the  power  of  distress.  But,  if  the  intention  of  the  whole  instru- 
ment were  that  it  should  operate  as  a  present  demise,  that  clause  would 
be  idle,  because  the  lessor  would  have  had  power  to  distrain  without  it. 
1  think,  therefore,  the  very  clause  appealed  to  confirms  the  view  taken  by 
the  court,  that  this  is  not  a  lease,  but  an  agreement  only."  The  principle 
of  that  case  is  confirmed  by  Hope  v.  Booth,  1  B.  &  Ad.  498.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  was  created  at  the 
moment  the  agreement  was  executed.  I£  not,  the  payment  of  rent  under 
a  distress  would  not  create  a  tenancy. 

The  multiplicity  of  demises  in  this  declaration  was  occasioned  by  a 
doubt,  which,  from  recent  cases,(a)  appears  to  have  been  well  founded, 
whether  the  statute  59  G.  3,  c.  12,  s.  17,  applies  to  copyholds. 

The  first  demise  is  laid  in  the  names  of  the  persons  who  filled  the  offices 

(•)  See  JOoMon  ▼.  Stark,  9  Ad.  &  £.  255,  1  P.  &  D.  183;  QouUtworth  v.  KnigktM,  U  M.  & 
V.  342  ^  III  rv  PaddiUgftm  CkaHtiu,  9  SimoDfl,  629. 
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of  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Walthamstow, 
at  the  date  of  that  demise ;  the  second,  in  the  name  of  the  supposed  legal 
owner  of  the  copyhold  interest ;  the  third,  in  the  names  of  those  who  were 
churchwardens  at  the  date  of  the  agreement  under  which  the  defendant 
entered  ;  and  the  fourth,  in  the  names  of  those  who  were  churchwardens 
at  the  time  the  notice  to  quit  was  given. 

The  amendment  made  at  the  trial  in  the  second  demise  by  altering  the 
Christian  name  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  clearly  warranted  by  the 
*224^  ^^^^^^^  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23 ;  Doe  *d.  Edwards  v.  Leach^ 
^  3  M.  &  G.  229,  3  Scott,  N.  R.  609 ;  Doe  d.  Simpson  v.  Hall, 
13  Law  Journ.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  251.  [Maule,  J.  The  declaration  states  a 
written  instrument — a  lease  from  James  Pistor  to  John  Doe :  the  proof 
offered  is,  of  a  lease  from  William  James  Pistor.  That  clearly  is  a  va- 
riance that  was  amendable.  I  think,  however,  the  third  demise  is  the 
only  one  upon  which  you  can  rely.] 

The  defendant  was  let  into  possession  by  Webber  and  Budd,  the  then 
churchwardens.  He  could  not  dispute  their  title.(a)  And  his  tenancy — 
a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  upon  the  terms  of  that  agreement — was  pro- 
perly put  an  end  to  by  the  notice  to  quit  given  on  the  524th  of  December, 
1844.  The  validity  of  that  notice  is  not  at  all  affected  by  the  circum- 
stance of  the  agents  by  whom  it  was  given,  professing  to  act  also  as  agents 
for  the  then  churchwardens  and  overseers,  who  were  no  parties  to  the 
original  agreement.  It  might  have  been  objectionable,  had  the  premises 
been  described  in  the  notice  as  being  held  under  the  several  persons  named. 

ByleSj  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule.  Assuming  the  instrument  in  ques- 
tion to  be  a  mere  agreement  for  a  lease,  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  it  that 
the  churchwardens  were  dealing  with  property  in  which  they  might  have 
an  equitable,  but  in  which  they  clearly  had  no  legal,  interest ;  and  that 
they  were  dealing  with  it  as  property  held  by  them  in  their  official,  and 
not  in  their  personal,  capacities.  They  contract  to  procure  a  lease  to  be 
granted  by  the  person  having  the  legal  interest.  Under  this  contract,  Fos* 
ter  never  became  tenant  to  Webber  and  Budd.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  Having 
been  let  into  possession  by  Webber  and  Budd,  is  it  competent  to  him  to 

•2251  ^^"y  ^^^^  ^^^'^  ^^^^^  '^^^  notice  does  not  state  to  whom  the  'pos- 
session is  required  to  be  delivered  up.  [Maule,  J.  Let  the 
defendant  walk  out:  no  doubt  the  right  parties  will  take  possession.] 
Then,  the  instrument  of  the  23d  of  June,  1842,  is  a  demise,  and  not  a 
mere  agreement.  Pinero  v.  Judson,  6  Bingh.  206,  3  M.  &  P.  497,(c) 
comes  the  nearest  to  this  of  any  of  the  reported  cases.  It  was  there  held 
that  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  with  stipulations  for  the  lessee  to  commence 
with  laying  out  a  considerable  sum  on  the  premises,  (the  lease  to  contain 
certain  specified  covenants,)  «  and  in  the  mean  time,  and  until  such  lease 

(o)  But  he  might  show  that  title  to  be  at  an  end,  vide  Doe  d,  Jaekton  v.  Bam^)aUuan,  3  M. 
&  S.  416. 

(6)  Vide  4  N.  &  M.  29,  n.  (c)  See  15  M.  &  W.  601. 
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shall  be  executed,  to  pay  rent,  and  to  hold  the  same  premises,  subject  to 
the  covenants  above  mentioned" — amounted  to  an  actual  demise.  In 
Bacon's  Abridgment,  tit.  Leases  and  Terms  for  YearSj  (K),  it  is  said:  «It 
may  be  laid  down  for  a  rule,  that,  whatever  words  are  sufficient  to  explain 
the  intent  of  the  parties,  that  the  one  shall  divest  himself  of  the  possession, 
and  the  other  come  into  it,  for  such  a  determinate  time,  such  words, 
whether  they  run  in  the  form  of  a  license,  covenant,  or  agreement,  are  of  ' 
themselves  sufficient,  and  will,  in  construction  of  law,  amount  to  a  lease 
for  years  as  effi^ctually  as  if  the  most  proper  and  pertinent  words  had  been 
made  use  of  for  that  purpose :  and,  on  the  contrary,  if  the  most  proper 
and  authentic  form  of  words  whereby  to  describe  and  pass  a  present  lease 
for  years  are  made  use  of,  yet,  if,  upon  the  whole  deed,  there  appears  no 
such  intent,  but  that  they  are  only  preparatory  and  relative  to  a  future 
lease  to  be  made,  the  law  will  rather  do  nolence  to  the  words  than  break 
through  the  intent  of  the  parties:  for,  a  lease  for  years  being  no  other  than 
a  contract  for  the  possession  and  profits  of  the  lands  on  the  one  side,  and 
a  recompense  of  rent  or  other  income  on  the  other,  if  the  words  made  use 
of  are  sufficient  to  prove  such  a  contract,  in  what  form  soever  they  are 
introduced,  or  however  ^variously  applicable,  the  law  calls  in  the  r*226 
intent  of  the  parties,  and  models  and  governs  the  intent  accord- 
ingly." The  last  clause  shows  clearly  that  these  parties  were  contemplat- 
ing an  actual  present  demise.  It  provides,  that,  « until  such  lease  and 
counterpart  shall  be  granted,  the  said  yearly  rent  shall  be  payable  and  re- 
coverable, by  distress  or  otherwise,  in  like  manner  as  if  such  lease  and 
counterpart  had  been  executed."  [Tindal,  C.  J.  It  was  uncertain  at 
the  time  who  would  be  the  lessor:  therefore  it  was  agreed  that  in  the  mean 
time  things  should  go  on  as  if  the  defendant  was  tenant  to  Webber  and 
Bitdd.]  There  is  no  authority  to  justify  the  construction  of  this  instru- 
ment otherwise  than  as  a  demise. 

TiKDAL,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
upon  the  third  demise.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  memorandum  of  the 
23d  of  June,  1842,  was  an  agreement  only ;  and  therefore  there  is  an  end 
to  the  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  stamp.  The  present  instrument 
differs  materially  from  that  produced  in  Pinero  v.  Judsan.  There,  the 
defendant  was  to  lay  out  money  upon  the  premises,  and  to  pay  rent,  and 
to  bold,  until  the  lease  should  be  executed,  <<  subject  to  the  covenants 
above  mentioned."  A  more  formal  lease  was  to  be  executed  when  circum- 
stances required  it.  Here,  however,  the  parties  were  evidently  doubting 
who  should  be  the  real  lessor;  and  in  the  mean  time,  until  that  point  could 
be  settled,  the  holding  was  to  be  under  the  subordinate  agreement.  To 
whom  was  the  defendant  to  pay  rent  ?  To  the  persons  who  let  him  into 
possession :  and,  although  in  the  agreement  they  are  called  <«the  church- 
wardens of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Walthamstow,"  it  was  well  known 
who  they  were.  Those  persons  having  let  the  defendant  into  possession^ 
the  right,  inasmuch  as  they  could  not  claim  the  premises  as  a  corporation, 

VOL.  ni.  19  N 
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never  shifted  from  them  ;  and,  when  they  gave  the  defendant  a  notice  to 
*2271     ^^^^'  ^^  ^^^  bound  to  obey  it.     *Having  come  into  possession 
under  them,  it  was  not  competent  to  him  to  dispute  their  title. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  also  think  the  demise  by  Webber  and  Budd  may  be 
sustained.  The  instrument  in  question  was  clearly  an  agreement,  and  no 
lease.  If  a  lease,  it  must  have  been  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  which 
would  have  created  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate.  The  parties  evidently  did  not 
mean  that.  They  all  knew  the  difficulty  of  making  a  valid  lease :  and  there* 
fore  it  was  understood  that  the  defendant  should,  in  the  mean  time,  be  let 
in  as  tenant  upon  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  during  so  long  a  time  as  might 
be  mutually  agreed,  that  is,  until  the  tenancy  should  be  put  an  end  to  by 
a  notice  to  quit.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  tide  of  Webber  and  Budd 
is  gone.  That,  however,  is  not  so :  whatever  title  they  had,  they  still  have, 
the  property  not  passing  to  their  successors  in  office  as  a  corporation. 
Tlieir  title,  by  estoppel  against  the  defendant,  is  as  good  as  ever  it  was. 
I  therefore  think  Webber  and  Budd  were  entitled  to  determine  the  defend* 
ant's  holding  by  a  notice  to  quit,  and  that  they  have  so  done. 

Mauls,  J.  I  also  think  the  demise  by  Webber  and  Budd  was  proved. 
The  agreement  purports  to  be  made  by  one  Gadsden,  as  agent  for  and  on 
behalf  of  the  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Walthamstow, 
(not  naming  them,)  of  the  one  part,  and  Foster,  of  the  other  part:  and  it 
is  agreed,  (provided  a  license  can  be  obtained  from  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
and  upon  Foster  putting  the  premises  into  good  repair,)  that  the  cJiurch* 
wardens  shall  grant  a  lease  to  Foster  for  twenty-one  years  from  Midsum* 
mer-day  then  next,  under  the  clear  yearly  rent  of  30/. ;  such  lease  to  con- 
tain covenants  for  payment  of  rent  and  taxes,  and  to  repair,  insure,  and 
not  to  commit  waste,  &c.,  and  all  other  usual  and  proper  covenants,  &c. ; 
*2281  ^^^  Foster  agrees  to  accept  such  lease,  *and  execute  a  counter- 
part, &c. ;  and  that,  until  such  lease  and  counterpart  shall  be 
granted,  the  said  yearly  rent  shall  be  payable  and  recoverable,  by  distress 
or  otherwise,  in  like  manner  as  if  such  lease  and  counterpart  had  been 
executed.  The  introduction  of  these  latter  words  clearly  shows  that  the 
parties  did  not  intend  the  instrument  to  operate  as  a  lease.  The  uncer- 
tainty also  of  who  might  turn  out  to  be  the  real  landlord  afibrds  another 
reason  for  thus  construing  it.  Pinero  v.  Judson  was  a  totsdly  different 
'.ase.  There,  the  parties  intended  that  the  instrument  they  were  execut- 
ug  should  be  a  lease.  I  think  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  was  created 
between  Foster  and  the  persons  who  let  him  into  possession ;  and  that 
such  tenancy  was  sufficiently  put  an  end  to  by  the  notice  to  quit,  notwith- 
standing the  mention  therein  of  the  present  churchwardens  and  overseers. 
And,  if  this  were  not  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  but  a  tenancy  at  will 
or  at  sufferance,(a)  the  relation  was  sufficiently  ended  by  the  notice. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  though  firee  to  admit  that  I 
have  had  some  difficulty  in  coming  to  that  conclusion.    The  in&trument 

(a)  Pom,  220  (»). 


3  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scoti\  228 

in  question  is  not  a  lease :  clearly  not  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years.  A 
lease  was  to  be  granted  upon  the  performance  of  certain  conditions  pre* 
cedent — ^the  consent  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  being  obtained,  and  the 
repairs  being  done  by  the  defendant.  Upon  the  proper  .construction  of 
the  instrument  itself,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties,  it  clearly  is  only  an 
agreement  for  a  lease.  It  appears  that  the  defendant  got  into  possession 
under  certain  persons  who  are  called  churchwardens  of  the  parish.  The 
circumstance  of  their  not  being  named,  is  of  no  importance :  Francis  v. 
Doe  d.  Harvey^  4  M.  &  W.  331.  He  comes  in  under  those  persons, 
either  as  tenant  from  year  to  *year,  or  at  sufferance :  and,  coming  r*ooo 
in  under  them,  he  is  estopped  from  denying  their  title :  Doe  d.  ^ 
Johnson  v.  Baytup  or  Baytrupy  3  A.  &  £.  188,  4  N.  &  M.  837.(a)  Sup- 
posing it  to  be  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  there  is  no  proof  of  a  tenancy 
under  any  but  the  persons  who  let  the  defendant  in  ;  no  proof  that  their 
title,  whatever  it  might  be,  had  expired.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  clearly 
applies,  whether  the  tenancy  was  from  year  to  year,  or  at  will  or  suffer* 
ance  :(6)  in  the  one  case,  there  was  a  sufficient  demand  of  possession ; 
in  the  other,  a  sufficient  notice  to  quit.  Rule  discharged.(c) 

(a)  See4N.&M.29,n. 

(6)  "There  is  a  great  diversity  between  a  tenant  at  mU  and  a  tenant  ai  nfftramt;  for 
tenant  at  will  is  always  by  right,  and  tenant  at  sufferance  entereth  by  a  lawfiil  lease,  and 
boldeth  over  by  wrong."  G).  Litt  57  b.  There  seems  to  have  been  no  tenancy  at  suiier- 
ance  here. 

(r)  QtuETtf  whether  the  memorandum  itself  did  not  create  an  immediate  tenancy  from 
year  to  year,  convertible,  by  the  execution  of  the  lease,  into  a  term  for  twenty-one  years? 


PIGGOT  V.  The  EASTERN  COUNTIES  Railway  Company.    June  2. 

In  case  against  a  railway  company,  for  so  negligently  managing  and  conducting  an  engine, 
that  certam  premises  of  the  plaintifi'  adjoining  the  line  were  destroyed  by  file  emitted  fiom 
the  engine,  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  other  engines  belonging 
to  the  company,  upon  other  occasions,  in  passing  along  the  line,  threw  sparks  or  ignited 
matter  to  a  sufficient  distance  to  reach  the  building  in  question— without  showing  the  pie« 
cise  circumstances  under  which  this  occurred. 

The  fiict  of  premises  being  fired  by  sparks  emitted  from  a  passing  engine,  iaprwi&facU  evi- 
dence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  rendering  it  incumbent  on  them  to  show 
that  some  precautions  had  been  adopted  by  them,  reasonably  calculated  to  prevent  eoch 
accidents. 

Case.  The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfuQy  possessed 
of  a  certain  cart-lodge  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  100/.,  then 
standing  upon  ^certain  land  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  in  the  parish  rmo^n 
of  Bordbam,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  and  near  to  a  certain  rail- 
way there  then  used  by  the  defendants  for  the  purpose  of  driving  and  pro- 
pelling, from  time  to  time,  in  and  along  the  same,  certain  steam-carriages 
and  steam-engines,  containbg  fire  and  igneous  matter,  to  wit,  in  the  parish 
afiwesaid,  Sue. ;  that  the  defendants  were  also  then,  to  wit,  on^  &c.,  in,  &c., 
afinresaid,  possessed  of  a  certain  steam-carriage  and  steam-engine,  con- 
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taining  fire  and  igneous  matter,  which  was  then  driven  and  propelled  in 
and  along  the  said  railway,  near  to  the  said  cart-lodge  of  the  plaintiff^ 
and  was  then  under  the  care  and  management  of  the  defendants,  whc 
were  then  and  t}iere  managing  and  conducting  the  same ;  yet  that  the 
defendants  then  and  there  so  carelessly,  negligently,  and  unskilfiillj 
managed  and  conducted  their  said  steam-carriage  and  steam-engine,  and 
the  said  fire  and  igneous  matter  then  therein  contained  as  aforesaid,  and  used 
and  applied  so  little  care,  precaution,  and  skill,  in  and  about  the  keeping, 
holding,  and  retaining  of  the  said  fire  and  igneous  matter  in  and  upon  the 
said  steam-carriage  and  steam-engine,  and  in  and  about  the  providing, 
applying,  and  using  the  fit,  proper,  and  necessary  means  and  appliances 
for  keeping,  holding,  and  retaining  the  said  fire  and  igneous  matter  in  and 
upon  the  said  steam-carriage  and  steam-engine,  and  in  and  about  the 
guarding,  hindering,  and  preventing  the  said  fire  and  igneous  matter  from 
escaping,  passing,  and  flying  from  and  out  of  the  said  steam-carriage  and 
steam-engine,  that,  by  and  through  the  carelessness,  negligence,  unskil- 
fulness,  and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  and  by  and 
through  the  want  of  care,  precaution,  and  skill  of  and  in  the  defendants, 
in  and  about  the  keeping,  holding,  and  retaining  the  said  fire  and  igneous 
«.9oi  1  matter  in  and  upon  the  said  *steam-carriage  and  steam-engine, 
and  in  and  about  the  providing,  applying,  and  using  the  fit,  pro- 
per, and  necessary  means  and  appliances  for  keeping,  holding,  and  retain- 
ing the  said  fire  and  igneous  matter  in  and  upon  the  said  steam-carriage 
and  steam-engine,  and  in  and  about  the  guarding,  hindering,  and  prevent- 
ing the  said  fire  and  igneous  matter  from  escaping,  passing,  and  flying 
from  and  out  of  the  said  steam-carriage  and  steam-engine,  divers  sparks 
and  particles  of  the  said  fire,  and  divers  portions  of  the  said  igneous  mat- 
ter, then  and  there  escaped,  passed,  and  flew  from  and  out  of  the  said 
steam-carriage  and  steam-engine  of  the  defendants,  in  and  upon  the  said 
cart-lodge  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that,  by  means  thereof,  the  said  cart-lodge, 
then  being  of  the  value  aforesaid,  then  became  ignited  and  set  on  fire, 
and  was  thereupon,  and  by  means  of  the  premises,  then  and  there  wholly 
burnt,  consumed,  and  destroyed ;  and,  by  means  of  the  premises  afore- 
said, ten  stables,  ten  cow-houses,  ten  pig-sties,  ten  granaries,  ten  other 
cart-lodges,  ten  other  sheds,  and  ten  other  outbuildings  of  the  plaintiflf, 
then  being  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  1000/.,  and  also  divers 
goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  one  hundred  yards  of  palings,  one  hundred 
yards  of  fences,  twenty  gates,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff,  then  being  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  600/.,  and  then  respectively  being  in  and 
upon  and  contiguous  to  the  first-mentioned  cart-lodge,  then  and  there 
became  ignited  and  set  on  fire,  and  were  thereupon  and  by  means  of  the 
premises  then  and  there  wholly  burnt,  consumed  and  destroyed ;  and  also, 
by  means  of  the  premises  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  forced 
a^id  obliged  to  pay,  lay  out,  and  expend  divers  sums  of  money  in  the 
whole  amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  100/.,  in  and  about  the 
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extinguishing  and  putting  out  of  the  said  fire  which  so  *burnt,  r^ooa 
consumed,  and  destroyed  the  said  cart-lodge,  goods,  and  chattels ; 
and  also,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  defendant  had  paid,  laid  out,  and 
expended  divers  large  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1000/.,  in  and  about  the  hiring,  provid- 
ing, erecting,  and  procuring  temporary  stables,  &c.,  &c.,  goods  and  chat- 
tels necessary  for  temporarily  replacing  the  several  premises  so  burnt, 
consumed,  and  destroyed  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  in  order  to  enable 
the  plaintiff  to  carry  on  and  conduct  his  lawful  and  necessary  affairs  by 
him  to  be  carried  on  and  conducted ;  and  also,  by  means  of  the  premises, 
the  plaintiff  had  been  greatly  hindered  and  prevented  from  carrying  on 
and  conducting  his  said  affairs  and  business ;  to  the  plaintiff's  damage 
of  2000/.,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the 
county  of  Essex,  when  the  following  facts  appeared  in  evidence : — The 
plaintiff  was  the  occupier  of  a  farm  called  Porter's  farm,  abutting  upon 
the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  in  the  parish  of  Boreham,  about  midway 
between  Witham  and  Chelmsford.  On  the  27th  of  August  last,  between 
the  hours  of  twelve  and  one,  at  noon,  the  thatch  of  a  cart-lodge  or  shed 
in  the  plaintiff's  farm-yard,  distant  about  forty-five  feet  from  the  nearest 
line  of  rails,  was,  immediately  afer  the  passing  of  the  mail-train  from 
London  to  Colchester,  observed  to  be  on  fire ;  and,  notwithstanding  every 
exertion,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  those  in  his  employ,  to  extinguish 
it,  the  fire  communicated  with  several  ether  farm-buildings  and  farming 
implements,  and  totally  destroyed  them.  At  the  time  of  the  accident 
there  was  a  strong  wind  blowing  from  the  direction  of  the  railway  towards 
the  plaintiff's  premises;  *and  the  train  was  proceeding  at  an  or-  rvnoo 
dinary  speed,  viz.  twenty-five  miles  an  hour.  '' 

In  order  to  show  that  the  fire  was  probably  caused  by  sparks  or  parti- 
cles of  ignited  coke  emitted  fi-om  the  funnel  or  chimney,  or  from  the  fire- 
box of  the  engine  by  which  the  train  was  being  propelled,  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  proposed  to  ask  a  witness  whether  he  had  not  on  other  occasions 
observed  sparks  or  ignited  matter  to  proceed  from  engines  of  the  defend- 
ants passing  along  the  line  adjoining  the  plaintiff's  farm. 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  this  was  not  a 
proper  question,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  in  this 
case  to  prove  the  emission  of  sparks  or  ignited  matter  from  other  engines, 
passing  the  spots  on  other  occasions,  without  showing  them  to  have  been 
under  the  care  of  the  same  driver,  driven  at  the  same  speed,  with  the 
same  number  of  carriages  and  passengers,  and  of  the  same  construction 
as  the  engine  in  use  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  case  oiAldridge  v.  The  Great  Western  RaiU 
way  Company^  3  M.  &  G.  615, 4  Scott,  N.  R.  156, 1  Dowl.  N.  S.  247,(a) 

(a)  That  w«s  on  action  upon  the  ease  against  a  railway  company,  for  to  carelessly  and  im 
p*vperly  managing  and  directing  an  engine  on  their  railwayi  by  their  senranta,  that  sparks 
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*2^1    ^^^  relied  on  *as  an  authority  that  evidence  was  admissible  to 
show  that  the  engines  in  use  upon  this  railway  were  so  coiH 
structed,  and  generally  so  used,  as  to  emit  sparks, — for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  case  of  negligence  against  the  company. 

The  learned  baron  being  of  opinion  that  the  question  might  properly  b«. 
put,  the  witness  stated,  that  he  had  frequently  seen  pieces  of  ignited  coke 
fall  from  the  lower  part  of  the  engine,  (the  fire-box,)  but  not  from  the  chim- 
ney, the  day-light  rendering  it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  see  spaiks 
issuing  thence.  Other  witnesses  also  proved  that  they  had  frequently  seen 
sparks  and  small  particles  of  coke,  about  the  size  of  a  hazle-nut  or  a  wal- 
nuty  proceed  from  the  chimneys  of  the  company's  engines  when  pas^og 
along  the  line  at  dark,  and  fall  in  an  ignited  state  on  the  plaintiff's 
premises,  near  the  buildings  in  question ;  and  that  it  sometimes  happened 
that  pieces  of  ignited  coke  falling  from  the  fire-box  on  to  the  driving 
wheels  of  the  engine,  were  thrown  by  them  to  a  considerable  distance. 

Professor  Farey,  and  other  persons  practically  acquainted  with  the  con- 
struction and  the  working  of  the  engines  generally  in  use  on  railways, 
stated,  that  the  emission  of  sparks  or  particles  of  ignited  matter  from 
*2351  *^^  ^^P  ^^  ^^  chimney  might,  in  a  great  measure,  be  prevented 
by  a  cap  or  covering  of  wirework,  or  by  the  insertion  of  a  perfo- 
rated metal  plate  placed  horizontally  at  the  chord  of  the  arch  of  the  smoke- 
box,  BO  as  to  intercept  the  particles  escaping  through  the  smoke-tubes — 
certain  tubes  that  are  placed  in  the  lower  part  of  the  engine,  between  the 
fire-box  and  the  smoke-box,  the  inside  diameter  of  which  tubes  was  de^ 
scribed  to  be  about  an  inch  and  a  half — though  it  was  admitted,  that  this 
would  to  a  certain  extent  impede  the  draft,  and,  consequently,  diminish 
the  power  of  the  engine.  They,  however,  stated,  that  this  might  be 
remedied,  or  the  emission  of  sparks  altogether  prevented,  by  employing 
engines  of  such  power  that  they  need  not  be  worked  to  their  utmost  ca- 
pacity. They  also  stated,  that,  in  their  judgment,  to  produce  the  injury 
here  complained  of,  the  engine  used  on  the  occasion  in  question  must  have 
been  worked  to  its  utmost ;  and  that  the  danger  arising  from  the  emission 

flew  fhnn  the  engine  upon  a  stack  of  beans  standing  in  an  adjoining  field,  belonging  to  the 
plaintifi^  whereby  tlie  stack  was  destroyed.  A  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  under 
the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  25,  alleged  that  the  engines  used  upon  the  railway  were  each 
as  were  usually  employed  on  railways  for  the  purpose  of  propeUing  the  trains  and  carriages 
thereon,  and  tliat  the  engine  from  which  the  sparks  that  set  fire  to  the  stack  in  question  flew, 
was  used  at  the  time  in  tlie  ordinary  manner,  and  for  purposes  authorized  by  the  act  of 
parliament  incorporating  the  company.  And  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  held,  that  the  &cts 
stated  were  not  sufiScient  to  enable  them  to  infer  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  so 
OS  to  justi/y  the  directing  of  the  entry  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  but  that  they  did  not  tAxrw 
auch  an  absence  of  negligence  as  to  warrant  the  directing  of  the  entry  of  a  nonsuil  The  special 
case  was  thereupon  withdrawn,  in  order  that  the  parties  might  go  on  to  trial. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  it  was  contended,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  fkcts  showed  the 
defendants  to  have  been  guilty  of  negligence;  for,  that,  as  it  appeared  that  the  engine  was 
iiable  to  emit  sparks,  they  were  bound  to  take  care  that  such  sparks  did  no  harm.  Tindal,  C.  J^ 
thereupon  observed:  "If  tlie  case  had  gone  to  trial,  and  the  plaintiff  had  proved  that  the 
engines  had  frequently  set  fire  to  stacks,  that  would  have  ^own  negligence;  bat  it  does  not 
appear  that  such  an  accident  had  ever  happened  before."  And  Maule,  J.,  added:  «T1m 
case  does  not  state  that  sparks  had  ever  previously  oome  irom  the  engine. 
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of  sparks  might  be  entirely  prevented  by  shutting  off  the  steam  on  passing, 
a  spot  where  danger  was  to  be  apprehended. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  the  driver  and  fireman  who  had  charge 
of  the  engine  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  and  other  persons,  were  called 
to  prove  that  the  engines  of  the  company  were  of  the  best  construction^ 
and  of  adequate  power ;  and  that,  on  the  occasion  in  question,  all  practi- 
cable care  had  been  taken  to  prevent  accidents  from  fire ;  the  driver  and 
fireman  stating,  that,  in  passing  the  plaintiff's  farm,  the  steam  had  been 
shut  off,  there  being  a  considerable  incline  (about  1  in  330)  at  that  spot» 
as  well  as  a  sharp  curve,  and  a  pair  of  points  at  the  lower  part,  in  passing 
which  more  than  ordinary  attention  and  care  were  requisite.  They  also 
condemned  the  use  of  caps  and  perforated  plates,  as  operating  injuriously 
upon  the  working  of  the  engine,  by  'preventing  the  free  escape  r*23i' 
of  the  waste  steam,  and  thereby  diminishing  the  draft. 

The  learned  baron,  in  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury,  told  them,  that  the 
company,  in  the  working  of  their  engines,  were  bound  to  use  all  reason* 
able  means  to  prevent  accidents,  and  not  to  tax  them  beyond  their  power ; 
and  that  the  emission  of  ignited  particles  in  the  way  described  by  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses,  was  some  evidence  that  the  engine  in  question  was 
overworked. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  amount  of  damages 
was  referred. 

Sheey  Seijt.,  having,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  ride  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  grounds  that  the  answer  to  the  question  objected  to  at  the 
trial  was  improperly  received,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight 
of  evidence — the  learned  judge  reported  to  the  court,  that  he  held  the  evi- 
dence admissible  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  or  not  sparks  or 
ignited  particles  of  coke  could  be  thrown  to  so  great  a  distance  from  the 
line  as  the  spot  in  question. 

Ckannelly  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Bovilly)  now  showed  cause.  The 
declaration  charges  negligence  in  the  largest  and  most  comprehensive 
form,  whether  in  the  management  of  the  engine  or  in  its  construction  or 
quality.  It  clearly  was  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  show,  by  such  means 
as  were  within  his  power,  the  nature  and  character  of  the  engines  in 
general  use  upon  the  defendants'  line,  the  better  to  enable  the  scientific 
witnesses  to  state  whether  or  not  the  injury  complained  of  could  have  been 
caused  in  the  way  suggested,  or  whether  some  precautionary  measures 
might  not  have  been  adopted  to  insure  the  safety  of  property  traversed  by 
their  railway.  The  evidence  was  offered,  not  for  the  purpose  of  showing, 
as  a  fact,  that  the  plaintiff's  premises  *were  fired  by  a  spark  from  r«237 
the  particular  engine,  but  merely  to  show  that  the  engines  in  use 
by  the  defendants  habitually  emitted  sparks  in  a  manner  likely  to  cause 
such  an  injury.  And  the  testimony  of  Professor  Farey,  and  the  witnesses 
who  followed  him,  clearly  established  the  fact,  that,  if  the  engine  in  ques- 
tion had  been  well  constructed,  and  was  in  efficient  working  order,  \t 


237     PiGGOT  V.  Eastern  Codnties  K.  Co.  T.  T.  1846. 

must  on  this  occasion  have  been  taxed  beyond  its  power ;  and  that  some 
one  of  the  precautions  suggested,  viz,  the  cap  on  the  chimney,  the  perfo- 
rated plate  in  the  smoke-box,  or  shutting  off  the  steam  on  approaching  a 
place  where  danger  was  to  be  apprehended,  might  have  prevented  the 
destruction  of  the  plaintiff's  property.     The  charge  of  negligence  involves 
knowledge  on  the  defendants'  part  of  the  defective  construction  or  condi- 
tion, or  the  improper  driving  of  their  engines.    If  sparks  were  frequently 
seen  projected  to  a  great  distance  on  either  side  of  the  line,  surely  that  is 
a  circumstance  which  the  jury  are  to  take  into  their  consideration  in  ascer- 
taining the  existence  or  the  absence  of  negligence.     In  Webb  v.  SmWi^ 
4  N.  C.  373,  6  Scott,  147,  which  was  an  action  for  bribery  at  a  borough 
election,  the  course  of  proceeding  was  proved  to  have  been  as  follows  :— 
The  defendant,  standing  in  a  front  room  of  a  certain  house,  received  the 
voters  there,  and  gave  a  card  to  all  those  to  whom  he  considered  it  expe- 
dient to  offer  a  bribe ;  with  that  card  the  voters  were  directed  to  an  inner 
room,  which  was  partially  darkened,  and  in  which  another  man,  a  stran- 
ger to  the  borough,  was  sitting  at  a  table ;  to  that  person  the  voters  pre- 
sented their  cards,  and  in  return  for  each  card  a  small  parcel,  containing 
10/.,  was  placed  on  the  table.    It  was  further  proved  that  all  the  voters 
who  took  such  parcels  away  with  them  voted  for  the  particular  candidate. 
•2381     Ev^^^^c^  ^^^  silso  received,  after  •objection,  which  was  overruled, 
of  the  defendant's  having,  in  the  course  of  the  same  day,  and  at  the 
same  place,  given  cards  to  other  voters  besides  those  named  in  the  declara 
tion,  and  that  such  voters  also  went  into  the  inner  room,  received  their  10/., 
and  voted  for  the  same  candidate.    Upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  this  evidence  was  improperly  admitted,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  said: 
<<I  am  of  opinion  that  such  evidence  was  properly  received,  to  show  that 
Smith  was  cognisant  of  the  proceedings  in  the  inner  room.     It  was  a  link 
in  the  chain  of  proof,  which  tended  to  establish  his  guilty  knowledge." 
And  the  rest  of  the  court  concurred  in  refusing  a  rule  upon  that  point. 
In  the  case  of  a  prosecution  for  forgery,  evidence  of  what  the  prisoner  did 
at  other  times  and  in  other  places,  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining the  intent :  and  such  evidence  is  clearly  admissible  to  show  know- 
ledge where  knowledge  is  material.     [Tindal,  C.  J.  The  evidence  now 
in  question  was  admissible  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  learned  judge 
reports  to  us  that  he  received  it,  viz.  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  sparks^ 
such  as  those  described,  cotUd  be  emitted  from  the  engines  used  by  the 
company,  to  the  distance  represented.    Maule,  J.  It  clearly  proved  the 
possibility  of  such  a  thing  happening;   and  for  that  purpose  it  was 
admissible.] 

The  verdict  was  fully  warranted  by  the  evidence.  It  was  abundantly 
shown  that  no  precautions  whatever  had  been  taken  by  the  company  to 
mitigate  or  avert  the  danger  arising  from  their  mode  of  working  their 
engines.  It  was  shown  that  engines  of  adequate  power,  moderately 
worked,  would  be  comparatively  harmless.    There  was  enough  to  justify 
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the  conclusion,  either  that  the  defendants'  engine  was  insuflScient,  or  that 
it  was  overworiced ;  in  either  of  which  cases  the  defendants  would  in  point 
of  law  be  guiity  of  negligence. 

*iS^y  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  ZusA,)  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  pvoqq 
declaration  is  in  the  common  form,  imputing  negligence  and  want  ^ 
ci  due  care  on  the  part  of  the  driver  of  the  engine  on  the  particular  occasion : 
there  is  no  complaint  of  imperfect  constniction  of  the  defendants'  engines 
generallj.  [Maule,  J.  The  charge  is,  that  the  company  omitted  to  do  that 
which  they  were  in  law  bound  to  do,  viz.  so  to  use  their  engines  as  not 
to  injure  the  property  or  the  rights  of  their  neighbours.  It  is  quite  indif- 
ferent to  the  plaintiff  what  may  have  been  their  negligence  on  other  occa- 
sions than  that  in  question.]  Using  engines  of  the  best  and  most  approved 
construction,  and  of  a  power  adequate  to  the  work  imposed  upon  them, 
the  defendants  have  used  all  reasonable  and  practicable  care  to  prevent 
damage  being  done  by  them  to  property  situate  near  the  line ;  and  conse- 
quently they  are  not  liable.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  engines  of 
the  defendants  are  similar  to  those  in  use  in  nearly  all  the  other  railways : 
and  the  result  of  it  is,  that  the  cap,  or  the  perforated  plate,  spoken  of  by 
some  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  as  a  means  of  preventing  the  emission 
of  sparks,  is  virtually  impracticable  ;  and  that  the  greatest  possible  care 
^U  not  at  all  times  prevent  accidents  of  this  sort.  [Maule,  J.  The  evi- 
dence, I  think,  shows  that  it  is  perfectly  practicable  to  adopt  precautions 
that  will  render  such  accidents  next  to  impossible — by  travelling  at  a 
rate  of  speed,  or  with  a  load,  proportioned  to  the  power  of  the  engine.] 
The  evidence  that  was  objected  to  was  clearly  inadmissible,  and  tended 
most  materially  to  mislead  the  jury.  It  was  offered  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that,  on  other  occasions,  other  engines  belonging  to  the  company 
—not  proved  to  have  been  of  the  same  power  or  the  same  construction, 
or  driven  by  the  same  person,  or  at  the  same  rate  of  speed,  or  drawing 
the  same  weight — had  been  seen  to  emit  sparks.  Surely  that  was  not 
•relevant  to  the  issue,  or  matter  upon  which  the  jury  could  safely  t^oaq 
act  in  considering  whether  or  not  the  defendants  had  been  guilty 
of  the  particular  negligence  here  charged  against  them.  In  the  case  re- 
ferred to,  of  Webb  V.  Smithy  the  evidence  objected  to  was  part  of  the  very 
transaction  complained  of:  it  was  not,  as  Bosanquet,  J.,  observes,  like 
showing  that  the  party  ((had  bribed  some  other  voter,  at  some  other 
place." 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged.  The 
defendants  are  a  company  intrusted  by  the  legislature  with  an  agent  of 
an  extremely  dangerous  and  unruly  character,  for  their  own  private  and 
particular  advantage :  and  the  law  requires  of  them  that  they  shall,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  rights  and  powers  so  conferred  upon  them,  adopt  such  pre- 
cautions as  may  reasonably  prevent  damage  to  the  property  of  third  per- 
sons through  or  near  which  their  railway  passes.  The  evidence  in  this 
case  was  abundantly  sufficient  to  show  that  the  injury  of  which  the  plain* 

VOL.  m.  20 


240    PiGGOT  V.  Eastern  Counties  R.  Ck).  T.  T.  1846. 

tiff  complains  was  caused  by  the  emission  of  sparks,  or  particles  of  ignited 
coke,  coming  from  one  of  the  defendants'  engines ;  and  there  was  no 
proof  of  any  precaution  adopted  by  the  company  to  avoid  such  a  mis- 
chance.   I  therefore  think  the  jury  came  to  a  right  conclusion,  in  finding 
that  the  company  were  guilty  of  negligence,  and  that  the  injury  com- 
plained of  was  the  result  of  such  negligence.     There  are   many  old 
authorities  to  sustain  this  view ;  for  instance,  the  case  of  MUchil  v.  ^ks- 
trtef  1  Vent.  295,  for  an  injury  resulting  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defend- 
ant's riding  an  unruly  horse  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Fields ;  that  of  BayrUine  r. 
Sharpy  1  Lutw.  90,  for  permitting  a  mad  bull  to  be  at  large ;  and  that  of 
*f241 1    ^^^^  *^'  Pekthy  2  Stra.  1264,  for  allowing  a  dog,  known  to  be  accos- 
tomed  to  bite,  to  go  about  unmuzzled.    The  precautions  suggested 
by  the  witnesses  called  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  may  be  compared  to  the 
muzzle  in  the  case  last  referred  to.     The  case  of  Beaulieu  v.  Ftnglamy  in 
the  Year  Books,  P.  2  H.  4,  fo.  18,  pi.  5,  (ante.  Vol.  II.  p.  889,)  comes  very 
near  to  this.    There,  the  defendant  was  charged,  in  case,  for  so  negli* 
gently  keeping  his  fire  as  to  occasion  the  destruction  of  the  plaintiff's 
property  adjoining.     The  duty  there  alleged  was — <<  qaare^  cum  secundum 
legem  et  consuetudinem  regni  nostri  A^nglia^  hactenus  obtentamj  quod  ^t- 
bet  de  eodem  regno  ignem  mum  salvb  et  securl  custodiat^  et  custodire  teneo' 
tufy  ne  per  ignem  suum  dampnum  aliquod  tricinis  suU  eveniat ;"  and  there 
was  no  suggestion  that  it  was  necessary  to  define  the  particular  sort  of 
negligence  that  was  complained  of.     And,  with  respect  to  the  evidence 
that  was  objected  to,  I  think  it  clearly  was  admissible  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  received,  viz.  to  ascertain  the  possibility  of  fire  being  pro- 
jected from  the  engine  to  such  a  distance  from  the  railway  as  the  building 
in  question.     Whether  or  not  it  was  admissible  for  any  other  purpose,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  inquire. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears,  from  the  report 
of  the  learned  judge,  that  the  evidence  in  question  was  admitted,  not  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  a  general  habit  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
company,  but  to  show  that  the  injury  might  have  been  caused  in  the  way 
suggested.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  jury  might  reasonably  infer  that 
the  fire  was  occasioned  by  sparks  from  the  engine,  and  that  the  fact  of 
the  buildings  being  fired  by  sparks  emitted  firom  the  defendants'  engine, 
established  a  prim4  facie  case  of  negligence,  which  called  upon  them  to 
moAoi  show  that  they  had  adopted  some  ^precautions  to  guard  against 
^    such  accidents.     None,  however,  appeared  to  have  been  attempted. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
It  was  obtained  on  two  grounds — ^first,  that  certain  evidence  was  im- 
properly received  at  the  trial — secondly,  that  the  evidence  did  not  warrant 
the  verdict.  The  evidence  objected  to  was,  that  other  engines  used  on 
the  defendants'  line,  of  the  same  description  as  that  which  was  said  to 
have  caused  the  injury  here,  had  on  various  other  occasions  been  seen  to 
throw  particles  of  ignited  matter  to  a  distance  from  the  line  as  great  or 
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greater  than  the  ^t  in  question.  The  matter  in  issue  was,  whether  or 
not  the  plaintiff's  property  had  been  destroyed  by  fire  proceeding  from 
the  defendants'  engine:  and  involved  in  that  issue  was  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  fire  coiUd  have  been  so  caused.  The  evidence  was 
offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  it  could :  and  for  that  purpose  it 
was  clearly  material,  and  admissible.  As  to  the  other  point,  it  appears 
ttat  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  certain  iarm-buildings  adjoining  the 
railway,  and  that,  in  consequence  of  the  sort  of  management  adopted  by 
the  company,  fire  was  thrown  from  a  passing  engine  upon  those  buildings, 
and  destroyed  them.  I  am  far  from  saying  that  it  is  impossible  that  this 
coald  have  occurred  \nthout  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company. 
Bat  it  at  least  afibrds  a  strong  presumption  of  negligence,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  show  that  something  had  been  done  by  the  company  to 
lessen  the  chances  of  danger.  It  appeared  that  no  steps  of  that  sort  had 
been  taken,  and  that  the  company  might  have  in  a  great  measure  pre- 
vented the  emission  of  ignited  matter,  by  using  guards  of  wire,  or  perfo- 
rated plates,  as  suggested  by  Professor  Farey,  or  by  employing  engines 
of  larger  power.  Upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  verdict  would  have  been 
wrong  had  it  been  the  other  way. 

*CaE8swELL,  J.    I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion,  upon  both    podo 
points.  Rule  discharged. 


TINNKWOOD  V.  PATTISON.    June  3. 

The  jnrisdktioa  of  &e  county  oouit  is  ousted  by  a  plea  or  cogniaance  setting  up  a  title  to  the 
freehold,  although  no  issue  be  taken  on  that  part  of  the  plea  or  cognisance. 

Where,  therefore,  the  defendant  in  replevin  made  cognisance  as  bailiff  of  A.,  alleging  that  the 
ha/t  m  9110  was  the  freehold  of  A^  and  that  he, as  bailiff,  took  the  catde,  &c.  damage  feasant; 
and  the  plaintiff  pleaded  that  the  defendant  was  not  the  bailiff  of  A.,  and  did  not,  as  such 
bailifi;  take  the  cattle,  &c.;  and  issue  was  joined  on  this  plea: — HeU^  that  the  subsequent 
proceedings  in  the  county  court  were  coram  nonjudice,  and  void. 

False  judgment,  from  the  county  court  of  York. 

It  appeared,  from  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  sheriff's  return,  that  the 
suit  in  the  county  court  was  a  replevin  by  Pattison  against  Tinniswood, 
for  taking  and  unjustly  detaining  his  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels,  to 
^t,  &c. 

The  'defendant  below,  as  bailiff  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  citizens 
of  the  city  of  York,  well  acknowledged  the  taking  of  the  said  cattle, 
goods,  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  the 
said  place  in  which,  &c.,  and  justly,  &c.,  because  he  said  that  the  said  place 
in  which,  &c.,  then  was,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  was,  the  close, 
soil,  and  freehold  of  the  said  mayor,  &c.,  and  because  the  said  cattle,  at 
the  said  time  when,  &c.,  were  in  the  said  place  in  which,  &c.,  eating  up 
the  grass  there  then  growing,  and  doing  damage  there  to  the  said  mayor, 
^^  be,  the  defendant,  as  the  bailiff  of  the  said  mayor,  &c.,  and  by  their 
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command  in  this  behalf,  well  acknowledged  the  taking  of  the  said  goodsi 
cattle,  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  the  said  place  in 
which,  &c.,  and  justly,  &c.,  as  and  for  and  in  the  name  of  a  distress  ibr 
*2441  ^^  ^^^^  damage  so  then  *there  done  and  doing  as  aforesaid — veri- 
fication,  and  prayer  of  judgment  and  of  a  return  of  the  said 
cattle,  goods,  and  chattels. 

The  plaintiff  below  pleaded  in  bar  that  he,  by  reason  of  any  thing  in 
the  cognisance*  of  the  defendant  (below)  filed  in  this  cause,  ought  not  to 
be  barred  from  maintaining  the  action,  because  he,  the  plaintiff  (below), 
said  that  the  defendant  (below),  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  was  not  the 
bailiff  of  the  mayor,  &c.,  of  the  city  of  York,  and  did  not,  as  the  bailiff  of 
the  said  mayor,  &c.,  and  by  their  command  in  this  behalf,  take  the  said 
cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  the  said  place 
in  which,  &c.,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  cognisance  is  alleged — 
concluding  to  the  country. 

Upon  this  plea  issue  was  joined,  and  upon  the  trial  the  jury  (a)  found 
that  the  defendant  below  was  not  the  bailiff  of  the  mayor,  &;c.,  of  the  city 
of  York,  and  did  not,  as  bailiff  of  the  said  mayor,  &c.,  and  by  their  com- 
mand, take  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned in  the  said  place,  &c.,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  cogni- 
sance alleged:  and  they  assessed  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  below,  by 
reason  of  the  taking  and  detaining  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  at  the  sum  of  5/.,  besides  his  costs  and  ex- 
penses by  him  in  or  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf  laid  out  and  expended, 
and  for  those  costs  and  charges  to  one  shilling,  &c. 

The  errors  assigned  were,  amongst  others,  « that,  the  freehold  of  the 
said  place  in  which,  &c.,  having  been  brought  in  question  by  the  cogni- 
sance, the  county  court  of  Yorkshire  ceased  to  have  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain the  suit  in  the  same  court,  and  ought  not  further  to  have  proceeded 
therein ;  that  the  plea  in  bar  of  the  said  James  Pattison,  and  the  issue 
joined  between  the  said  parties,  touches  the  freehold  of  the  said  place  in 
*2451  ^^^^^>  ^'»  ^^^  *that,  after  such  last-mentioned  plea  so  pleaded, 
and  issue  joined,  the  county  court  ought  not  to  have  proceeded 
further  in  the  same  suit ;  that,  upon  the  pleading  of  the  said  cognisance 
of  the  said  Thomas  Tinniswood,  the  county  court  of  Yorkshire  was  ousted 
of  its  jurisdiction  over  the  suit,  and  ceased  to  have  jurisdiction  to  proceed 
therein,  and  ought  not  to  have  proceeded  further  therein ;  and  that  it 
manifestly  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  record  aforesaid,  that  all  the  pro- 
ceedings taken  in  the  said  court  after  the  pleading  of  the  said  cognisance 
of  the  said  Thomas  Tinniswood,  were  illegal  and  irregular,  and  were  had 
and  taken  contrary  to  law." 

AUen^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Rew^)  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.(i)    The 

(a)  Q^arty  the  «  free-suitors  ;*^  vide  ante,  Vol.  II.  p.  861. 

(6)  Tlie  princtptd  point  marked  fi>r  argument,  (and  the  only  one  argued,)  on  the  puxd^ 
plaintiff  in  error,  waa— <^  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  was  taken  away  by  tbecpgni 
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Side  to  the  land  upon  which  the  distress  was  taken  being  put  in  issue  by 
Jie  plea,  or,  at  all  events,  being  so  pleaded  that  it  might  have  been  put 
in  issue,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below  was  at  an  end.     In  Comyns's 
Digest,  title  County ^  (C.  8,)  treating  of  the  county  court,  it  is  laid  down, 
that  ('it  cannot  hold  plea  by  plaint  concerning  freehold :  and,  therefore, 
if  a  man,  in  a  plaint  in  replevin,  justifies,  avows,  or  makes  cognisance  as 
in  the  freehold  of  B.,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  is  ousted." 
Again :  « If  the  county  court  holds  plea  where  it  has  no  jurisdiction,  the 
proceeding  is  coram  non  judice^  and  void,  and  trespass  lies  against  any 
who  act  under  the  process  of  the  court.    And,  if  freehold,  or  other  plea 
which  ousts  the  jurisdiction,  be  pleaded,  all  the  subsequent  proceedings 
arc  void."    The  authority  Corny ns  refers  to  is  Cannon  v.  Smalwood^ 
3  Levinz,  203.     There,  in  trespass  for  taking  and   impounding  the 
^plaintiflPs  beasts  until  payment  of  3/.  7^.,  &c.,  the  defendant    r«04g 
pleaded,  as  to  all  besides  the  taking  and  impounding  the  beasts 
until  payment  of  3/.  2s.  2(2.,  not  guilty,  and  as  to  that  he  pleaded  a  suit 
in  the  county  court,  brought  by  J.  S.  against  the  now  plaintiff,  where  the 
then  defendant  pleaded  liberum  ienementum  in  the  Earl  of  Arundel,  and 
justiBed  the  taking  damage-feasant  in  the  freehold  of  the  earl ;  to  which 
the  then  plaintiff  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  conusance  that  the  earl  was  bound 
to  repair  the  fences,  and  that  for  default  of  repair  the  beasts  escaped ;  and 
on  this  issue  was  taken,  that  the  fences  were  in  good  repair ;  and  the  jury 
found  them  out  of  repair ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment ;  and  that  a 
precept  issued  thereon  to  the  now  defendant,  being  bailiff,  under  which 
he  seized  and  impounded  the  beasts.    Upon  demurrer  to  this  plea,  it  was 
objected,  amongst  other  things,  <<  que  le  judgment  fuit  void,>e^  coram  non 
judicBy  quia  apres  franktenement  plead,  le  county  court  n'ad  jurisdiction, 
car  franktenement  ne  pent  estre  try  sans  brief.     A  que  fuit  respond,  que 
le  franktenement  ne  fuit  try  la,  mez  rise  sur  collateral  matter,  scil.  si  les 
fences  fueront  en  repair.     Mes  per  cur.     Per  cet  tryal  un  charge  sur  le 
franktenement  est  en  question,  et  ils  ne  ont  ascun  poyer  apres  franktene- 
ment plead  de  proceeder  en  le  cause  ny  directment,  ny  collateralment,  et 
pur  ceo  les  proceedings  apres  ceo  plead  fueront  coram  nonjudice^  et  void  : 
et  sur  cest  exception  judgment  fuit  done  pur  le  plaintiff."    This  authority 
is  conclusive  of  the  point.(a) 

•CAormeH,  Serjt.,  contrd.     It  may  be  conceded  that  the  juris-     [•oa-j 
diction  of  the  county  court  is  gone  when  the  freehold  comes  in 
question.    But  it  is  denied  that  it  does  come  in  question  here.     [Maule,  J. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  was  not  ousted 

«nce,  which  involved  a  question  of  title  to  land ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  plea  in  bv,  and 
all  subsequent  proceedings,  were  erroneous  and  without  authority." 

•  i^")  ^®  principle  of  the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  seems  to  be,  that,  if  it  continued,  the 
inferior  court  would  have  to  pronounce  a  judgment,  not  only  upon  the  vmtiet  found  on  the 
matter  m  time,  namely,  the  state  of  repair  of  the  fences,  but  also  upon  the  an^utum  of  the 
natter  otfrtduidy  of  the  nature  of  which  matter  the  inferior  court  is  presumed  to  be  ignorant, 
»nd  as  to  the  effect  of  which  confession,. it  is  thereibre  nonjvda. 

o 
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as  soon  as  the  plea  of  liberum  tenemenium  was  pleaded.]  All  that  was 
resolved  in  Cannon  v.  Smalwood  was,  that  the  freehold  coidd  not  be  tried 
without  writ :  and  even  that  was  obiter  dictum,  for,  the  subsequent  plead 
ings  there  brought  a  charge  upon  the  land  ;  whereas  the  title  to  the  free- 
hold is  not  put  in  issue  here.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  might  have 
taken  issue  on  soil  and  freehold.  The  authority  referred  to  shows,  that, 
if  upon  the  pleadmgs  the  freehold  may  come  in  issue,  the  county  court 
must  stay  its  hand.]  In  Cannon  v.  Stnalwoody  the  result  would  necessa- . 
rily  bring  a  charge  upon  the  land :  but  here  it  could  not.  [Maule,  J. 
This  is  very  analogous  to  the  case  of  a  prohibition  to  the  ecclesiastical 
court.]  That  is  granted  only  where  the  freehold  is  actually  in  issue. 
[TiNDAL,  C.  J.  Where  it  may  come  in  issue.]  It  cannot  be  said  that 
the  inferior  jurisdiction  in  this  case  could  by  possibility  be  dealing  vrith 
the  freehold, 

AUeny  Seijt.,  was  heard  in  reply. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  I  think  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
The  case  of  Cannon  v.  Smalwood^  which  has  been  brought  before  us, 
seems  to  me  to  be  as  nearly  as  possible  in  point  with  the  present.  There, 
the  title  to  the  freehold  was  not  directly  brought  in  issue.  So,  here,  no 
issue  is  taken  upon  the  allegation  of  soil  and  freehold  in  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  citizens  of  York,  but  the  issue  is  upon  the  collateral  point  whether 
the  defendant  below  was  bailiff  of  the  mayor,  &c.,  and  took  the  cattle  as 
*2481  ^^^^  bailiff.  I  therefore  *think  that  case  is  a  distinct  authority  to 
show  that  the  county  court  has  lost  its  jurisdiction  in  the  matter, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  below  should  have  proceeded  by  the  queen's  writ 
of  replegiare  facias.  Lord  Coke's  commentary  on  the  statute  of  Glou- 
cester, c.  8,(a)  is  strongly  corroborative  of  the  correctness  of  this  conclu- 
sion. Speaking  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sheriff  in  his  county  court,  be 
says:  << Neither  shall  he  hold  plea  of  trespass  for  taking  away  of  charters 
concerning  inheritance  of  freehold,  for,  it  is  a  maxim  in  law,  *quod  ^ 
cUa  concernent^  charPy  seu  script  liberum  tenemenium  tangential  in  tdiquSms 
curiis  qua  recordum  non  habeni  secundum  legem  et  consuetudinem  regn* 
AngliiBy  sine  brevi  regis  placUari  non  debent:^ "  that  is,  that  he  shall  not 
hold  plea  of  trespass  for  taking  away  charters  of  inheritance,  because  it 
concerns  the  freehold.(i)  For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  was  erroneous,  and  must  be  reversed. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  do  not  think  the  present  case  can  be  successfully  ^ 
tinguished  from  Cannon  v.  Smalwood.  The  case  suggested,  of  a  prohi- 
bition to  the  ecclesiastical  court,  also  appears  to  me  to  be  very  analogous* 

Maule,  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  conit 
must  be  reversed.  If  the  cognisance  had  been  demurred  to,  I  think  it 
would  have  been  extremely  difficult  to  say  that  the  county  court  was  not 

(a)  2  Imrt  310,  311. 

(6)  An  aotioii  of  ddimu  of  ehaiUn  nToan  of  the  realty,  and  can  properly  be  bitwgo' 
only  in  thia  oourt  F.N.&47,&  Moolqeetion  iDthe  jnriediotionof  theooartofExcheqa^' 
appears,  however,  to  have  been  taken  in  Stmdmm  v.  JSbdUsy,  15  M  &  W.  553. 
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ousted  of  its  jurifldtction.  That  in  effect  is  this  case ;  for,  on  demurrer, 
the  freehold  in  the  mayor,  aldermen,  «nd  citizens  of  York,  would  have 
been  admitted ;  and  the  effect  would  have  been  that  the  inferior  court 
would  *have  had  to  deal  with  a  matter  with  which  they  are  not  |.m>49 
competent  to  deal.  So,  here,  upon  the  issue  taken,  soil  and  free  '- 
hold  in  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  citizens  of  York  is  admitted. 

CaEsswELL,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case  of  Cannon  v. 
Smalwaod  is  rather  startling  at  first  sight.  But  the  passage  cited  by  my 
lord,  from  2  Inst.,  shows  that  it  is  based  on  principle.  And  that  case  is 
a  distinct  authority  that  here  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  was  at 
an  end  the  moment  the  title  to  the  freehdd  was  pleaded. 

Judgment  reversed. 


TEMPEST  and  Another  v.  KILNER.    June  4. 

A  OQotract  fi>r  the  rale  of  ^aharefl"  in  a  projected  railway,  is  not  within  the  tlatnte  of  fimids. 

Soch  a  contract  is  ntiafied  by  a  tender  of  a  *<  letter  of  allotment,"  where  from  the  circum- 
stances it  may  be  inferred  that  the  parties  dealt  upon  the  footing  of  such  document  being 
equivalent  to  scrip:  and,  consequently,  there  n»y  be  a  complete  breach  of  such  a  contraet 
beibre  the  actual  existence  of  any  **  scrip"  or  « shares"  properly  so  called. 

Bdd,  that  the  vendee  of  shares  in  a  projected  railway,  under  a  contract  to  be  completed  at 
a  future  day,  may  recover,  as  damages  for  the  nonndelivery,  the  difference  between  the 
price  agreed  on  and  the  market<^price  of  the  day  on  which  the  sale  should  have  been  com* 
pleted;  but  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  damages  in  respect  of  a  further  advance  of  price 
taking  place  afterwards  at  the  time  of  the  actual  issuing  of  the  scrip^a) 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  18th  of  July,  1844, 
the  platntifis,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  bargained  and  agreed  to  buy 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  then  bargained  and  agreed  to  sell  to 
the  plaintifist  ^  certain  interest  or  share  of  him,  the  defendant,  in  a  certain 
company  or  partnership  undertaking,  for  constructing  a  railway  from  the 
parish  of  Ashton-under-Lyne,  near  Manchester^  in  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
to  the  parish  of  Kirkheaton,  near  Huddersfield,  in  the  county  of  York,  to 
wit,  100  shares  in  the  said  company  or  partnership  undertaking,  at  a  cer- 
tain price  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  15^.  premium,  for  each  and  every  share, 
that  is  to  say,  16s.  for  each  and  every  share,  in  addition  to  such  sum  or 
nuns  as  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifis, 
thould  have  *been  paid  to  the  said  company  or  partnership  in  re-  rao5A 
tpect  of  the  said  shares  and  each  of  them ;  that,  on,  &c.,  last  '- 
aforesaid,  in  consideration  thereof,  and  that  the  plaintifis,  at  the  request 
oi  the  defendant,  then  promised  the  defendant  to  accept,  uritkin  a  reason' 
'^  ime^  a  transfer  of  the  said  interest  or  shares,  and  to  pay  for  the  same 
ftt  the  rate  or  price  aforesaid,  the  defendant  then  promised  the  plaintifis, 
^oUkin  a  reasonable  time^  to  transfer  the  said  interest  or  shares  to  them  the 

(«;  Vide  tamen  Shtphrd  v.  /dbssM,  2  East,  3U;  IfJrthur  r.  Lard  Smforth,  5  Tannt  257 . 
Vm»ghan  v.  Wood,  1  Mylne  &  Keene,  403 
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plaintifls ;  that,  although  a  reasonable  time  for  the  said  transfer  of  the  said 
interest  or  shares  had  long  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
and  the  defendant,  long  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  after 
a  reasonable  time  from  the  making  of  the  said  agreement  and  promise 
had  elapsed,  could  and  might  and  ought  to  have  transferred  the  same  to 
the  plaintiffs,  upon  payment  of  the  price  thereof  after  the  rate  aforesaid ; 
and  although  the  plaintiffs  had  always,  from  the  said  time  of  the  making 
of  the  said  agreement  and  promise,  been  ready  and  willing  to  accept  the 
transfer  of  the  said  interest  and  shares  of  him  the  defendant,  and  to  pay 
for  the  same  at  and  after  the  rate  in  that  behalf  aforesaid, — whereof  the 
defendant,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  had  notice, — and  although  the 
plaintiffs,  after  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time  for  the  transfer  of  the  said 
interest  or  shares  of  the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  November,  1844, 
requested  the  defendant  to  transfer  the  said  interest  or  shares  to  them  the 
plaintiffs,  and  then  tendered  and  offered  to  pay  for  the  same  at  and  after 
the  rate  in  that  behalf  aforesaid :  yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would, 
when  so  requested  as  aforesaid,  transfer,  and  had  not  up  to  that  time 
transferred,  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  interest  or  shares  of  him,  the  defend- 
ant, in  the  said  company  or  partnership  undertaking,  but  had  neglected 
and  refused  so  to  do ;  and  that,  by  reason  thereof,  the  plaintiffs  had  lost 
*2511  ^^^^^  S^^^  gains  and  profits  which  *might,  and  otherwise  would, 
have  accrued  to  them  from  the  transfer  of  the  said  interest  or  shares 
to  them  as  aforesaid,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded — first,  non  assumpsit ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  always,  from  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  and  pro- 
mise, ready  and  willing  to  accept  the  transfer  of  the  said  interest  and 
shares  of  him  the  defendant,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  at  and  after  the  rate 
in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned^  modo  etformd  ;(a)  thirdly, 
that  before  any  breach  of  the  promise,  the  plaintiflb  discharged  the  defend- 
ant from  performing  the  agreement,  &c. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Patteson,  J.,  at  the  last  York  assizes,  when 
the  facts  appeared  to  be  as  follow : — On  the  I8th  of  July,  1844,  the  defend- 
ant contracted  to  sell  to  the  plaintiffs  100  shares  in  a  projected  railway,  to 
be  called  The  Huddersfield  and  Manchester  Railway,  at  a  premium  of 
lbs.  per  share.  At  the  time  of  the  contract  the  defendant  had  only  a  let- 
ter of  allotment,  entitling  him  to  become  a  shareholder ;  there  being  no 
shares  or  scrip  then  in  existence.  On  the  12th  of  August,  the  defendant 
refused  to  complete  the  contract.  Scrip  was  issued  in  October.  The  act 
incorporating  the  company  was  not  passed  until  the  21st  of  July,  1845. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that  the  contract  was  void, 
being  within  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  statute  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  inas* 
much  as  the  memorandum  of  the  bargain  did  not  disclose  the  price.  In 
answer  to  this  objection,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  referred  to  Humble  v.  Mii- 

(a)  To  ihU  plea  ^re  was  ft  demnrrer,  upon  which  the  plaintiffi,  Sa  Michaelmss  tenn 
last,  obtained  judgment    Tide  ant^i  Vol.  IL  p.  300. 


3  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  251 

chdly  11  Ad.  k  £.  205,  3  P.  &  D.  141,(a)  where  it  was  held  that  shares 
%  a  joint-stock  banking  company  are  not  goods,  wares,  and  mer-     rtogo 
chandises,  within  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
nor  an  interest  in  land  within  the  fourth  section. 

It  was  then  insisted  that  the  contract  was  not  proved ;  the  contract 
declared  on  being  for  the. sale  of  shares^  whereas  the  document  produced 
(the  letter  of  allotment)  showed  that  there  were  none  at  that  time  in  exist- 
ence. To  this  it  was  answered,  that  it  did  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the 
defendant  to  contend  that  the  things  which  he  had  contracted  to  sell  as 
shares,  were  not  strictly  and  properly  so  called. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintifis,  damages  150/.,  being  the  difier- 
eDce  in  value  of  the  shares  between  the  date  of  the  contract  and  the  day 
of  issuing  the  scrip ;  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  or  to  reduce  the  damages  to  25/.,  the  difference  in  value 
between  the  date  of  the  contract  and  the  12th  of  August,  when  the  defend- 
ant first  refused  to  complete  the  contract.(6) 
Byles,  Serjt.,  accordingly,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi. 
Talfourdy  Seijt,  (with  whom  was  Ckasby,)  now  showed  cause.    It 
was  not  competent  to  the  defendant,  who,  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the 
contract,  treated  and  dealt  with  the  letters  of  allotment  as  <<  shares,"  after- 
wards to  turn  round  and  insist  that  no  such  things  as  shares  were  then  in 
existence.    In  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3,  the  act  for  the  registration  of 
joint-stock  companies,  the  word  <<  share"  is  adopted  by  the  legislature  as 
descriptive  of  an  interest  of  this  kind.     [Maule,  J.     That  •pro-     r»05q 
vision  has  reference  only  to  the  sense  in  which  particular  words 
are  used  in  that  act :  it  does  not  purport  to  give  a  general  signification  to 
the  words  themselves.     The  question  here  is,  whether  the  term  <<  share" 
does  not  accurately  describe  the  article  the  one  party  intended  to  buy  and 
the  other  to  sell.]     Then,  as  to  the  damages — the  jury  have  properly 
assessed  the  amount  the  plaintifis  are  entitled  to  recover,  provided  the 
defendant's  breach  of  contract  took  place  only  at  the  time  when  he  first 
became  enabled  to  perform  his  engagement,  by  delivering  scrip,  viz.  in 
October,  1844. 
Byks^  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  not  called  upon  by  the  court. 
TiNDAL,  C.  J.     There  was  a  complete  breach  of  the  contract  when  the 
defendant,  on  the  12th  of  August,  declined  to  perform  it.    He  was  bound 
then  to  deliver  the  document  with  reference  to  which  the  parties  were 
dealing.    I  think  the  plaintifis  are  not  entitled  to  damages  beyond  that 
day :  they  had  no  right  to  lie  by  until  the  concern  became  profitable. 
The  rule  must  be  made  absolute  to  reduce  the  damages  to  25/. 
Maule,  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  contract  was  to  be  per- 

(a)  In  JTmgftc  T.  Barker^  16  M.  &  W.  66,  it  was  held,  that  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  rail- 
way scrip  was  not  exempt  from  stamp  duties,  as  a  sale  of  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise. 
And  see  Bowlby  v.  BeUf  post,  284. 

(6)  Leave  was  reserved  to  the  plaintiffs  to  amend  the  declaration,  if  necessary,  by  sibstit 
toting  for  **  shares'*  the  words  ^  scrip,  or  representative  of  shares." 
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fgrmed  withia  a  reasonable  time  from  the  I8th  of  July,  by  the  delivery  o( 

that  which  the  parties  at  that  time  mutually  had  in  their  contemplation.(a) 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(a)  See  MUchdl  v.  Neu^aUy  15  M.  &  W.  309  j  lamet  t.  MMOh,  ib.  4S6. 


*254]     •THATCHER  v.  Sir  RICHARP  ENGLAND,  Knt.    June  5. 

Tlie  defendant,  who  had  been  robbed  of  jewelry,  published  an  advertisement,  headed  ''3ui 
reward,"  describing  the  articles  stolen,  and  concluding  thus : — "  The  above  sum  wul  ot 
paid  by  the  adjutant  of  the  4l8t  regiment,  on  recovery  of  the  propfrtv,  and  amaiaun  of  xk 
offet^itTy  or  in  proportion  to  the  amount  recovered." 

A.,  a  soldier,  on  the  lOth  of  June,  informed  his  seijeant  that  B  had  admitted  to  him  thai  he 
was  the  par^  who  had  conunitted  the  robbery,  and  the  sei)f*int  ^ve  infcrmation  at  tb» 
police-station.  On  the  14th,  the  plaintiff,  a  police-constable,  leAT'iing  from  one  C.  that  E 
was  to  be  met  with  at  a  certain  place,  went  there  and  appro<ier>ded  him.  The  plaintiS  bf 
his  activity  and  perseverance,  afterwards  suocf^oa  lit  tadcing  and  leooveiing  nearly  tbe 
whole  of  the  property,  and  in  procuring  evidenu)  lo  con%ict  B.: — 

Hdi,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  but  (per  Tiuddil,  0.  J.,  and  Cresswell,  J.)  that  A.  was,  tht 
party  entitled  to  the  reward. 

This  v^as  an  action  of  assump>ic  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  Kent 
summer  assizes  in  1845,  v^hen  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
damages  25/.,  subject  to  the  ppinion  of  the* court  upon  a  special  case;  it 
being  agreed  that  the  court  should  have  the  same  powers  as  a  jury  in  draw- 
ing conclusions  from  the  facts  stated. 

The  declaration  alleged,  that,  on  the  26th  of  April,  1844,  certain  goods 
and  chattels,  the  property  of  the  defendant,  to  wit,  &c.,  &c.,  and  which 
said  goods  and  chattels  were  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  200{., 
had  been  and  were  feloniously  stolen  from  the  officers'  quarters  of  the 
infantry  barracks  at  Canterbury,  in  the  county  of  Kent ;  that  thereupon 
the  defendant  caused  and  procured  a  certain  advertisement,  hand-bill,  or 
placard  to  be  printed  and  published,  headed  «30/.  reward,"  whereby,  after 
stating  that  the  said  goods  and  chattels  had  been  so  stolen  as  aforesaid, 
the  defendant  did  promise  and  undertake  that  the  said  sum  of  30/.  should 
and  would  be  paid  by  the  adjutant  of  her  majesty's  41st  regiment,  on 
recovery  of  the  said  property  of  the  defendant^  and  conviction  of  the  offender ^ 
or  in  proportion  to  the  amount  recovered,  to  such  person  as  should  cause 
*25^1  ^^^  offender  to  be  apprehended  and  convicted^  and  *the  said  property 
to  be  recovered :  Averment,  that  the  plaintiff  did  cause  the  said 
offender,  to  wit,  one  William  Warren,  to  be  apprehended  for  the  said 
felony,  and  that  the  said  William  Warren  was  afterwards,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  at  the  general  sessions  of  the  peace 
holden  in  the  city  and  borough  of  Canterbury,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1844, 
aforesaid,  in  due  course  of  law  tried  for  the  said  felony,  and  was,  upon 
the  said  trial,  upon  and  by  means  of  the  evidence  and  information  of  die 
plaintiff,  found  guilty  thereof,  and  duly  sentenced  to  be  punished  accord- 
ing  to  law  for  his  said  offence,  and  the  said  property  of  the  defendant  so 
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stolen  as  aforesaid  was  thereby  then  recovered  by  the  defendant:  Breach' 
— that  neither  the  adjutant  of  the  said  41st  regiment,  to  wit,  one  James 
EmaO)  nor  the  defendant,  had  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  30/., 
or  any  part  thereof.    There  was  also  a  count  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded — first,  non  assumpsit  to  the  first  count-— secondly^ 
to  the  first  count,  that  he,  the  defendant,  did  not  cause  or  procure  the 
said  advertisement,  hand-bill,  or  placard  to  be  printed  or  published,  in 
manner  and  form,  &c.,  concluding  to  the  country — ^thirdly,  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  cause  the  said  offender  to  be  apprehended,  in  manner  and 
Ibrai,  &c.,  concluding  to  the  country — fourthly,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
canse  the  said  ofiender  to  be  convicted,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.,  con* 
eluding  to  the  country — ^fifthly,  that  the  said  property  was  not  recovered, 
in  manner  and  form,  &c.,  concluding  to  the  country — sixthly,  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  cause  the  said  property  to  be  recovered  in  maimer  and 
form,  &c.,  concluding  to  the  country — seventhly,  non  assumpsit  to  the 
second  count. 

Upon  each  of  these  pleas  issue  was  joined. 

The  plaintiff  is,  and  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  in  question  was,  a 
policeman  of  Canterbury;  and  the  defendant  is,  and  at  the  said  time  was, 
the  colonel  of 'the  41st  regiment  of  infantry,  at  that  time  quartered  r«256 
at  Canterbury.  On  the  26th  of  April,  1844,  the  defendant  was  ^ 
robbed  of  certain  articles  of  jewelry  hereinafter  set  forth,  and  immediately 
gave  directions  to  one  Serjeant  Newton,  for  the  printing  and  publication 
of  the  following  advertisement  or  hand-bill. 

«  30/.  Reward. 

«  Stolen  from  the  officers'  quarters  of  the  infantry  barracks,  Canterbury, 
on  the  night  of  April  26th,  1844,  the  following  articles,  viz.  one  diamond 
ring  (four  large  diamonds);  one  old  family  ring  (male  portrait,  large,  set 
ia  small  diamonds) ;  one  purple  topaz  large  ring,  set  in  small  diamonds ; 
one  turquois  (blue)  gold  ring ;  one  French  enamel  ring ;  money  to  the 
amount  of  3/. ;  one  flat  Geneva  watch,  (gold,)  with  short  gold  chain,  and, 
long  hair  chain. 

«  The  above  sum  will  be  paid  by  the  adjutant  of  the  4l8t  regiment,  on 
recovery  of  the  property,  and  convicticn  of  the  qffendery  or  in  proportion  to 
the  amount  recovered." 

The  articles  were  stolen  by  William  Warren,  who  was  apprehended, 
and  was  tried  and  convicted  at  the  July  sessions  for  the  city  of  Canterbury, 
in  1844,  and  received  sentence  of  transportation  for  the  offence. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1844,  one  Fitzgerald,  a  private  soldier,  came  to 
and  informed  Serjeant  Newton,  of  the  41st  regiment,  that  William  Warren 
had  asked  him  to  lend  him  some  money  to  enable  him  to  go  to  London, 
to  dispose  of  the  property  he  had  stolen  from  Sir  Richard  England.  Up 
to  that  time,  no  suspicion  had  attached  to  Warren.  Serjeant  Newton 
thereupon,  on  the  same  day,  gave  bformation  of  this  fkct  to  the  superin* 
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t^ndent  at  the  police-station,  but  did  not  then  see  the  plaintiff.  Early  in. 
'^2571  ^^  morning  of  the  14th  of  June,  a  person  of  *the  name  of  Picker- 
ing gave  information  to  a  police-officer  of  the  name  of  Epps  where 
Warren  was  to  be  found:  but  Epps  did  not  arrive  in  time  to  find  him  at 
the  place  named  by  Pickering.  At  a  late  hour  on  the  same  day,  the  plain- 
tiff received  information  that  Warren  was  at  a  certain  public-house  in 
Canterbury,  and  immediately  proceeded  thither,  taking  with  him  two  other 
policemen  as  his  assistants.  These  parties  finding  Warren  at  a  certain, 
other  public-house  in  Canterbury,  seized  him ;  and,  ailer  much  resistance, 
the  plaintiff  searched  him,  and  took  from  him  the  diamond  ring  and  the 
old  family  ring  mentioned  in  the  above  advertisement,  together  with  two 
pawnbrokers'  duplicates,  relating,  the  one,  to  the  Geneva  watch,  the 
other,  to  the  purple  topaz  ring,  both  also  mentioned  in  the  advertisement. 
The .  plaintiff  immediately  apprehended  Warren,  took  him  to  thq  station- 
hpuse,  and  gave  him  in  charge ;  and,  on  the  following  day,  gave  informa- 
tion of  the  above  facts  to  the  magistrates  of  Canterbury,  and  applied  to . 
them  for  a  remand  of  the  prisoner  to  the  20th  of  June,  to  enable  him,  the 
plaintiff,  to  go  to  London,  and  trace  the  stolen  property  mentioned  in  the 
pawnbrokers'  duplicates.  The  plaintiff  then  obtained  two  summonses  for 
the  attendance  of  witnesses  at  Canterbury;  and,  on  the  20th  of  June,  again 
appeared  before  the  said  magistrates,  having  brought  with  him  from  Lon- 
don a  pawnbroker,  who  produced  before  the  magistrates  the  said  purple 
tQpaz  large  ring,  and  also  the  foreman  of  another  pawnbroker,  who  pro- 
duced the  flat  Geneva  watch  and  gold  key  mentioned  in  the  other  dupli- 
cate. The  plaintiff  also  produced  the  old  family  ring,  and  the  diamond 
ring.  The  pawnbroker  and  the  foreman  then  respectively  identified 
William  Warren  as  the  person  who  had  pledged  the  topaz  ring  and  watch 
with  them  on  the  10th  of  June :  and  the  articles  in  question  were  all  idea- 
*2581  ^^^^  '^y  ^^  'defendant  as  being  his  property,  and  as  having  beea 
stolen  from  him  on  the  previous  26th  of  April. 

The  plaintiff  incurred  much  trouble  and  expense  in  bringing  together 
the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution.  The  plaintiff,  and  witnesses  by  bis 
direction,  appeared  and  gave  their  evidence,  at  the  trial,  to  the  effect 
above  stated.  It  formed  no  part  of  the  ordinary  duty  of  the  plaintiff  as  a 
policeman,  to  make  a  journey  to  London  in  search  of  evidence  against 
Warren.  All  the  property  stolen  from  the  defendant  was  recovered  and 
restored  to  him,  with  the  exception  of  the  turquois  (blue)  gold  ring,  money 
to  the  amount  of  3/.,  the  short  gold  chain,  and  the  long  hair  chain,  men- 
tioned in  the  advertisement.  The  value  of  the  property  so  recovered  and 
restored,  was  85/.  15s.,  and  that  of  the  articles  not  recovered  amounted 
to.  about  9/. 

The  adjutant  mentioned  in  the  advertisement,  one  James  Eman,  by  the 
direction  of  the  defendant,  refused  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  30/. 

The  jury,  in  answer  to  two  questions  of  the  learned  judge,  found  spe- 
cially— firsti  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  give  the  first  information  as  to  the 
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party  committing  the  robbery — secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  most  active 
and  mainly  instrumental  in  procuring  the  recovery  of  the  property,  and 
the  conviction  of  Warren ;  and  they  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifiTy 
damages  25/. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  all  or  any,  and  if  any,  then  what,  part  of  the  sum  of  30/. 
And  the  court  is  to  direct  on  what  issues,  and  for  which  party,  the  verdict 
is  to  be  entered,  or,  if  necessary,  to  direct  a  nolle  prosequiy  or  a  nonsuit, 
to  be  entered.  And,  as  the  whole  of  the  declaration  and  pleas  are  not 
literally  stated  in  the  case,  either  party  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  to  them 
at  length. 

*Siee,  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Home,)  for  the  plaintifr.(a)  The  [*259 
question  is,  whether  the  circumstance  of  *the  plaintiff's  not  having  rtngn 
given  the  first  information  as  to  the  party  who  committed  the 
robbery, — though  he  is  found  to  have  been  active,  and  mainly  instru- 
mental, in  procuring  the  recovery  of  the  property  and  the  conviction  of 
the  offender, — disentitles  him  to  claim  the  reward.  In  Williams  v.  Car- 
mrdine,  4  B.  &  Ad.  621,  1  N.  &M.  418,  5  C.  &  P.  566,  it  was  held  that 

(a)  The  points  marked  for  argument  were  as  follow: — 

For  the  plaintiff — "That,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  defendant's  promise,  the 
latter  became  bound  to  pay  the  sum  of  30/.  to  any  ])er80n  tlirough  whose  evidence  and  in- 
formation, and  by  whose  means  and  activity,  the  property  stolen  should  be  substantially  re- 
covered, and  the  offender  convicted— that,  if  part  only  of  the  property  should  be  recovered, 
and  the  offender  convicted,  then  the  defendant  became  bound  to  pay  to  any  person  through 
whose  evidence  and  information,  and  by  whose  means  and  activity,  such  part  sliould  be  re- 
covered, and  the  offender  convicted,  a  portion  of  the  said  sum  of  30/.,  bearing  such  propor- 
tion to  the  entire  sum  of  SOL  as  tlie  value  of  the  property  recovered  might  bear  to  tlie  value 
of  the  whole  property  stolen — that  the  plainti^  having  been  most  active,  and  mainly  instm- 
niental,  by  his  evidence  and  information,  in  recovering  substantially  the  whole  of  the  proper^, 
and  procuring  the  conviction  of  Warren,  was  entitled  to  the  whole  sum  of  30/^  or,  at  the  least, 
to  a  part  thereof^  although  he  was  not  the  party  who  gave  the  firtt  information — ^that  the  fact, 
as  to  who  gave  the  first  information,  was  only  material  as  one  ingredient  in  tlie  inquiry  as  to 
who  procured  the  recovery  of  the  property,  and  the  conviction  of  Warren — ^tliat,  under  the 
terms  of  the  defendant's  promise,  Fitzgerald  was  not  entitled  to  the  reward  of  30/^  or  any 
part  thereof—- end  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  and  found 
by  the  jury,  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him  upon  aU  the  issues." 

For  the  defendant-— '^  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  reward  offered  by  the  defendant,  because  the  facts  stated  and  found  on  the  case,  did 
not  bring  the  plaintiff  witliin  the  terms  or  the  legal  effect  of  the  advertisement — ^that  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration  ascribed  a  different  effect  to  the  advertisement  than  was  consistent 
with  its  proper  and  legal  construction — ^that,  if  the  plaintiff's  construction  of  the  advertisement 
were  adopted,  several  other  persons  might  sue  the  defendant  for  a  part  of  the  reward,  accord- 
ing to  the  value  of  the  property  recovered  through  their  agency— that,  as  it  was  admitted  in 
the  case,  and  expressly  found  by  tlie  jury,  that  tlie  plaintiff  was  not  the  party  who  gave  the 
first  information  which  led  to  the  conviction  of  Warren,  tlie  plaintiff  was  not  the  person 
entitled  to  sue— that,  as  there  was  a  distinct  traverse,  in  tlie  fiflh  plea,  of  the  allegation  in  the 
fust  count,  tliat  the  whole  property  was  recovered,  when  in  fact  only  part  was  recovered,  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  court — that,  if  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  any  jwrtion  of  the  reward,  he  should  have  alleged  that  part  only  of  the  property  was 
recovered,  and  that  he  sought  to  recover  only  a  proportion  of  the  30/.,  and  not  the  whole  of 
that  sum— that  the  recovery  of  the  whole  of  tlie  property  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
plaintifTi,  or  any  other  party's,  right  to  sue  for  the  reward,  or  any  part  of  it — that,  if  any 
jmrty  was  entitled  to  the  reward,  Fitzgerald  was  the  individual  in  whom  the  right  vested, 
and  who  ought  to  have  sued — and  that,  from  the  uncertain  and  ambiguous  terms  of  the  ad 
vertiBement,  no  liability  attached  to  the  defendant." 
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a  reward  offered  by  a  hand-bill  to  a  person  who  shall  disclose  facts  lecid« 
ing  to  a  conviction  for  a  felony,  may  be  claimed  by  a  person  who,  having 
notice  of  the  hand-bill,  makes  a  disclosure  leading  to  the  conviction  of 
the  felon,  though  solely  influenced  by  motives  of  revenge  against  him. 
In  Lancaster  v.  Walsh^  4  M.  &  W.  16,  a  party  who  had  been  robbed  of 
bank-notes  put  forth  a  hand-bill,  wherein  it  was  stated,  that  « whosoever 
would  give  information,  whereby  the  same  might  be  traced,  should,  on 
conviction  of  the  parties,  receive  a  reward  of  20/. ;"  and  it  was  held  that 
the  only  person  entitled  to  the  reward,  was  he  who  first  gave  information 
by  which  the  notes  were  traced  to  the  robbers,  so  as  to  insure  their  con- 
viction. In  England  v.  Davidson,  11  Ad.  &  E.  856,  3  P.  &  D.  594,  the 
defendant  offered  a  reward  to  whoever  could  give  such  information  as 
would  lead  to  the  conviction  of  a  felon:  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  constable 
and  police-officer  of  the  district  where  the  felony  was  committed,  gave 
such  information :  and  it  was  held,  on  demurrer,  that  die  plaintiff's  having 
*2611    S^^^°  information,  was  a  good  consideration  for  a  ^promise  made 

by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  reward.  In  Smith  v  Moore^  ante, 
Vol.  I.,  p.  438,  the  defendants,  by  public  advertisement,  offered  a  reward 
of  20/.  to  any  person  who  would  give  such  information  as  should  lead  to 
the  apprehension  and  conviction  of  the  party  or  parties  who  had  broken 
into,  robbed,  and  set  fire  to  their  premises.  One  B.,  whom  the  plaintiff 
(a  police-constable]  had  taken  into  custody  on  suspicion  of  being  concerned 
in  the  offence,  offered  to  make  certain  disclosures,  if  furnished  with  some- 
thing to  eat  and  drink.  The  plaintiff  communicated  this  ofier  to  a  sub- 
inspector  of  police,  who  took  B.  to  a  public-hou^e,  and  gave  him  refresh- 
ment ;  whereupon  B.  made  a  voluntary  confession,  which  resulted  in  bis 
conviction  and  transportation  for  the  crime  in  question.  And  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  reward.  In  all  these  cases,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  reward  was  offered  to  a  certain  person.  Here,  however, 
there  is  no  distinct  specification  of  the  party  with  whom  the  advertiser 
contracts.  Nothing  is  said  about  information.  The  substance  of  the 
contract  is,  that  the  promised  reward  will  be  paid  to  the  party  by  whose 
means  the  stolen  property  is  recovered  and  the  offender  convicted. 
[Maule,  J.  To  the  exclusion  of  the  person  who  gives  the  information 
that  leads  to  that  result.^]  Yes.  All  that  the  advertiser  had  in  view,  was, 
the  recovery  of  the  property,  and  the  conviction  of  the  offender.  The 
person  whose  exertions  produced  those  results,  was  the  person  with  whom 
the  advertiser  contracted.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  Had  Fitzgerald,  the  man  who 
gave  the  information  to  Serjeant  Newton,  no  claim  to  the  reward  ?]  Clearly 
not.  What  he  said  and  did  resulted  in  nothing.  Pickering's  informatioo 
was  equally  fruitless.  [Cresswell,  J.  In  apprehending  Warren,  the 
•2621     P'^"*^^  ^^^  ^°  ™^''®  ^^m  his  duty.     The  journey  to  •London 

certainly  was  more  than  could  be  required  of  him.  But  stiU,  the 
question  is,  whether  that  brings  him  within  the  terms  of  the  advertisement.] 
The  plaintiff,  by  his  exertions  alone,  brought  about  the  recovery  of  the 
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property,  and  the  conviction  of  the  ofiender ;  and,  unless  the  advertise* 
ment  amounts  to  a  mere  honorary  engagement,  he  is  clearly  entitled  to 
recover. 

Channellf  Seijt,  (with  whom  was  Peiersdorff\)  for  the  defendant^  was 
not  called  upon. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  It  is  very  unfortunate  that  this  advertisement  was  not 
penned  with  more  accuracy  and  certainty ;  for,  its  ambiguity  has  led  to 
much  useless  expense.  The  only  question,  however,  for  us  is,  who  is  the 
person  to  whom  the  reward  is  properly  payable.  The  advertisement,  after 
describing  the  articles  stolen,  prefacing  it  with  <*30/.  reward,"  says: 
«The  above  sum  will  be  paid  by  the  adjutant  of  the  41st  regiment,  oh 
recovery  of  the  property,  and  conviction  of  the  offender,  or  in  proportioii 
to  the  amount  recovered."  It  is  altogether  silent  as  to  the  person  to  whom 
the  money  is  to  be  paid.  What,  then,  is  the  proper  construction  of  the 
advertisement?  and  who  is  the  party  legally  entitled  to  the  reward?  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  money  is  to  be  paid  to  the  person  who  was  the 
original  and  meritorious  cause  of  the  recovery  of  the  property  and  the 
conviction  of  the  offender ;  that  is,  to  the  person  who  first  communicated 
the  information  that  ultimately  led  to  both.  Upon  the  statement  submitted 
to  us,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  thereon,  the  present  plaintiff  is  not  that 
party.  He  did  nothing  until  the  14th  of  June.  Fitzgerald  had  prerionsly, 
viz.  on  the  10th  of  June,  communicated  to  Serjeant  Newton  that  Warren 
vras  the  culprit ;  and  Serjeant  Newton  on  the  same  day  gave  itiformation 
at  the  police-station.  On  *ihe  14th,  a  person  named  Pickering  r«ogo 
informed  Epps,  a  police-officer,  that  Warren  was  to  be  met  with  '* 
at  a  certain  place ;  but  he  was  not  taken  at  that  time.  At  a  later  hbur  on 
the  same  day,  the  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  information  received  by  him^ 
proceeded  to  a  public-house  in  Canterbury  where  Warren  was,  and  took 
him  into  custody.  The  plaintiff  thus  succeeded  in  recovering  a  portiori 
of  the  property ;  and  he  afterwards  did  good  service  in  tracing  and  reco- 
vering almost  the  whole  of  it^  and  in  procuring  Warren  to  be  convicted* 
Bat  clearly  he  is  not  the  party  who  first  gave  the  information  which  pro- 
duced that  result.  Nor  is  Pickering.  Had  it  not  been  for  the  communi'* 
cation  made  by  Fitzgerald,  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  would  have  been 
at  all  contributory  to  such  recovery  and  conviction.  The  clue  once  found, 
the  plaintiff,  in  apprehending  Warren,  did  no  more  than  his  ordinary  duty, 
and  what  any  other  constable  would  have  done  on  the  like  information. 
I  therefore  think  a  nonsuit  must  be  entered. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  construe  engagements 
of  this  sort  strictly  as  legale  and  not  as  mere  honorary  engagements. 
The  question  here  is^  who  is  the  person  entitled  to  sue  for  this  reward  ? 
The  plaintiff  must,  to  maintain  this  action,  show  that  he  iis  solely  entitled. 
Upon  the  facts  presented  to  us,  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  come  to  that 
conduaon.  The  plaintiff  has  not,  as  it  seems  to  me,  so  good  a  claim  as 
Fitzgerald.    Possibly^  an  action  might  have  been  maintained  by  the  two. 
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Maule,  J.  The  facts  stated  do  not  support  the  contract  alleged  in  tbe 
declaration.  Advertisements  of  this  sort  generally  specify  the  person  to 
whom  the  reward  is  to  be  paid ;  and  thence  arises  a  legal  obligation  to 
*2641  P^y  ^^^  money.  The  omission  disables  me  in  this  *case  from 
finding  out,  with  any  reasonable  certainty,  with  whom  the  con- 
tract is  made.  The  inference  I  should  be  inclined  to  draw,  is,  that  the 
advertiser  intended  that  the  reward  should  be  paid  among  such  persons  as 
should  give  information  and  assistance  in  the  recovery  of  the  property, 
and  the  conviction  of  the  oflfender,  in  proportion  to  the  importance  and 
value  of  their  respective  services.  It  is  difficult  to  put  a  value  on  infor- 
mation :  it  is  not  like  work  and  labour,  which  has  been  accepted,  and  is 
to  be  paid  for  on  a  quantum  meruit.  The  difficulty  the  defendant  is 
placed  in  here  is  one  of  frequent  occurrence.  It  often  happens  that  there 
is  no  one  individual  who  gives  information  that  is  in  itself  useful;  but 
that  several  persons  give  different  pieces  of  information,  the  whole  of 
which  combined  leads  to  the  apprehension  and  conviction  of  the  offender. 
One  man  discovers  who  he  is,  another  where  he  is  likely  to  be  met  with 
at  a  particular  time,  and  so  on.  The  advertiser  should,  in  terms,  bind 
himself  to  part  with  the  sum  offered,  leaving  it  to  be  divided  amongst  the 
persons  whose  activity  and  address  procure  the  desired  result,  in  such 
proportions  as  some  responsible  person — ^the  mayor,  or  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  for  instance — should  in  his  discretion  think  fit.  There  being  here 
a  total  absence  of  statement  of  the  person  to  whom  the  reward  is  to  be 
paid,  and  the  plaintiff  having  failed  to  make  out,  even  by  inference,  that 
he  is  the  party  intended,  I  think  the  contract  is  not  correctly  described 
in  the  declaration,  and,  therefore,  that  judgment  of  nonsuit  must  be 
entered. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  make 
out  a  case  to  entitle  him  to  the  reward  claimed.  The  advertisement  is 
couched  in  extremely  loose  terms :  it  neither  specifies  the  person  to  whom, 
*2651  ^^^  ^^^  particular  service  for  which,  the  money  is  *to  be  paid.  It 
may  well  be  doubted,  therefore,  whether  the  contract  is  properly 
described  in  the  declaration.  Assuming,  however,  that  the  contract  is 
properly  declared  on,  there  is  a  plea  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  cause  the 
offender  to  be  apprehended.  Upon  the  facts  stated,  I  think  the  plaintiff 
did  not  cause  Warren  to  be  apprehended.  The  police  were  set  in  mo- 
tion by  the  information  of  Fitzgerald.  Fitzgerald,  therefore,  was  the 
person  who  caused  Warren  to  be  apprehended.  It  is  true,  the  plaintiff's 
was  the  hand  by  which  Warren  was  arrested ;  but  he  was  merely  acting 
as  a  peace-officer,  upon  information  originally  coming  from  Fitzgerald. 
Then,  did  the  plaintiff  cause  Warren  to  be  convicted  ?  He  gave  evidence, 
it  is  true :  so  did  the  pawnbroker.  It  cannot  be,  that  the  reward  is  pay- 
able to  all  those  who  take  a  share  in  the  transaction.  In  like  manner,  the 
plaintiff  did  not  solely  cause  the  property  to  be  recovered.  Fitzgerald,  at 
least,  contributed  most  materially.    The  case,  in  some  of  its  circum* 
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stances,  is  remarkably  like  that  of  Lancaster  v.  Walsh.  There,  the  adver- 
tisement was  as  follows : — «  20/.  Reward.  Whereas,  on  Saturday  night 
last,  two  Bank  of  England  notes,  (describing  them,)  and  other  moneys, 
were  stolen  from  the  person  of  Mr.  R.  Walsh,  of  Halifax,  on  his  way 
home :  whoever  will  give  information  by  which  the  same  may  be  traced, 
shall,  on  conviction  of  the  parties,  receive  the  above  reward  on  application 
to  the  said  R.  Walsh.''  It  appeared  that  one  Brigg,  the  deputy  consta- 
ble of  Bradford,  had,  on  the  1st  of  August,  received  information  from  one* 
Clark,  that  one  Dyson  had  confessed  to  him  that  he  was  a  party  to  the 
robbery.  Before  Clark's  communication  to  Brigg,  one  lllingworth,  the 
constable  of  Wakefield,  had  discovered  that  the  stolen  notes  had  been 
cashed  at  the  Wakefield  bank,  and  had  taken  into  custody  the  parties 
who  presented  them  for  payment,  who,  however,  were  not  the  actual  rob 
bers.  On  the  *4th  of  August,  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defendant  in-  rvog^ 
formation  of  Dyson  being  a  party  to  the  robbery.  On  the  5th, 
Brigg  verbally  communicated  to  lllingworth  the  information  he  had 
received ;  and,  on  the  14th,  Dyson,  who  had  absconded  in  the  mean  time, 
was  apprehended  by  Brigg,  and  was  arraigned  for  the  robbery  at  the  next 
York  assizes,  when  he  pleaded  guilty.  Upon  this  evidence,  Patteson,  J., 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  any  information  had  been  given,  previously 
to  that  given  by  the  plaintiff,  which  could  lead  to  the  tracing  of  the  notes  to 
the  party  who  stole  them ;  expressing  his  opinion  that  the  person  entitled 
to  the  reward,  was  he  who  gave  information,  whereby  the  property  was 
traced  to  the  offenders,  not  he  who  merely  traced  where  it  was.  The 
jury  having  found  for  the  defendant,  the  court  refused  to  disturb  their 
verdict ;  holding  the  direction  correct. 

I  think  no  reflection  can  fairly  be  made  on  Colonel  England  for  not 
submitting  to  the  claim  of  this  plaintiff.  Judgment  of  nonsuit. 


COOPER  V.  SHEPHERD.     June  6. 

a  recovery  in  trover  vests  the  property  in  the  chattel  in  the  defendant  as  against  the  plaintLOT. 

In  trover  by  A.  against  B.  for  a  bedstead,  B.  pleaded  a  former  recovery  by  A.  in  trover  for  the 
■ame  identical  bedstead  against  C. :  averring  that  the  conversion  by  C.  for  which  that  ac- 
tion was  brought,  was  a  conversion  not  later  in  point  of  time  tlian  tlie  conversion  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration  against  B.,  and  that  before  the  conversion  in  that  declaration 
mentioned,  C^  being  possessed  of  the  bedstead,  sold  it  to  B.,  who  paid  him  for  tlie  same, 
uul  received  it  under  such  sale,  and  that  the  taking  under  such  sale  was  the  conversion 
complained  of  in  the  declaration  against  B. : — Held,  that  this  plea  was  a  good  answer  to  the 
action. 

TaovERy  for  a  bedstead,  one  hundred  pieces  of  wood,  and  one  hundred 
pieces  of  iron. 

Picas— first,  not  guilty — secondly,  not  possessed — thirdly,  as  to  so 
nauch  of  the  declaration  as  related  *to  the  bedstead  therein  men-  r«ng7 
tioned,  that  the  plaintiff  long  before  the  commencement  of  the 

VOL.111.  22  P 
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suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.|  in  the  court  of  our  lady  the  queen  of  the  Bench  of 
Westminster,  before,  &c.,  impleaded  one  Benjamin  Willomatt  in  an  ac- 
tion of  trover,  for  converting,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  in  the  declara- 
tion in  that  action  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  4th  of  July,  1844, 
among  other  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  in  that  action  men- 
tioned, the  same  identical  bedstead  in  the  declaration  in  this  action  and 
in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  above  mentioned  ;  that  such  proceed- 
ings were  thereupon  had  in  the  said  court  in  that  action,  that,  afterwards, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plaintiff, 
by  the  consideration  and  judgment  of  the  said  court,  recovered  in  the  said 
action  against  Willomatt  75/.  for  his  damages  which  he  had  sustained  oa 
occasion  of  the  converting  by  Willomatt  of  the  said  bedstead,  and  of  the 
other  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declai^tion  in  that  action  mentioned ;  and 
also  126/.  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf 
expended  ;  whereof  Willomatt  was  convicted ;  as  by  the  record  and  pro- 
ceedings thereof,  still  remaining  in  the  said  court  of  our  lady  the  queen 
of  the  Bench  aforesaid,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  more  fully  and  at  large 
appeared;  that,  after  the  recovery  of  the  said  judgment  against  Willomatt  as 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  Wil- 
lomatt fully  paid  and  satisfied  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  several  sums  of  75/. 
and  126/.,  in  form  aforesaid  recovered  again^  him,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
took  and  received  the  same  of  and  from  Willomatt  in  full  satisfaction  of  the 
said  judgment ;  that  the  said  damages,  so  far  as  the  same  were  estimated, 
assessed,  recovered,  paid,  and  received  as  aforesaid  in  respect  of  the  said 
bedstead,  were  estimated  and  assessed,  and  were  recovered  and  paid  and 
received  as  aforesaid,  as  and  for,  and  in  respect  of,  and  as  the  full  value  of, 
*2681  ^^  ^^^  bedstead,  and  not  ^otherwise,  and  were  and  amounted  in 
fact  to  the  full  value  of  the  said  bedstead ;  that  the  said  conve> 
sion  of  the  said  bedstead  by  Willomatt,  for  which  the  said  action  against 
Willomatt  was  brought,  and  in  respect  of  which  the  said  damages  were 
estimated,  assessed,  recovered,  and  paid  and  received  as  aforesaid,  was  a 
conversion  not  later  in  point  of  time  than  the  conversion  above  complained 
of  against  the  defendant;  that,  just  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  conver- 
sion of  the  said  bedstead  by  the  defendant  above  complained  of  against 
him,  the  said  bedstead  being  then  in  the  possession  of  Willomatt,  he  Wil- 
lomatt, to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  above  mentioned,  sold  and  delivered 
the  same  to  the  defendant  at  and  for  a  dertain  reasonable  price  in  that 
behalf,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  10/.,  and  the  defendant  then  paid  to  Willomatt, 
who  then  accepted  and  received  of  and  from  him,  the  defendant,  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  10/.,  as  and  for,  and  in  full  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of,  the  said  price  of  the  said  bedstead  as  last  aforesaid,  and  the 
defendant  then  had  and  took  and  received  the  said  bedstead  of  and  from 
Willomatt  to  and  for  his  the  defendant's  own  use,  and  as  and  for  his  own, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  such  sale  and  delivery  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  the 
having,  taking,  and  receiving  of  the  same  by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid 
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was  the  same  conversion  of  the  said  bedstead  as  was  above  complained 
against  him,  the  defendant— ^verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes — ^that  it  does  not  appear  in  or 
by  the  plea  that  the  judgment  recovered  against  Willomatt,  and  the  pay- 
ment and  satisfaction  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  damages  recovered  by  him, 
has  any  application  to  the  cause  of  action  and  conversion  to  which  the 
plea  is  pleaded — ^that  it  does  not  appear  in  or  by  the  plea,  that  the  con- 
version by  Willomatt,  in  respect  of  which  the  plaintiff  recovered  against 
him  as  therein  mentioned,  was  after  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  said 
bedstead  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  or  *that  the  plaintiff  was  r*ngQ 
not  lawfully  possessed  of  the  said  bedstead  between  the  time  of 
the  said  conversion  by  Willomatt  and  the  said  conversion  by  the  defend- 
ant, or  that  Willomatt  was  posftssed  of  and  held  the  said  bedstead  under 
and  by  force  of  the  said  conversion  by  him  at  the  time  when  he  sold  the 
same  to  the  defendant — that  a  recovery  against  Willomatt  of  damages  for 
one  conversion  of  the  said  bedstead,  was  no  reason  or  cause  in  law  why 
the  plaintiff  should  not  recover  damages  against  the  defendant  for  another 
and  different  conversion  of  the  same  bedstead,  the  same  being  the  plain- 
tiff's property  at  the  time  of  the  last-mentioned  conversion ;  and  that  the 
defendant,  by  not  denying,  admitted  that  the  said  bedstead  was  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  thereof  by  him — that 
the  plea  argumentatively  and  by  inference  denies  that  the  plaintiff  was 
lawfully  possessed  of  the  said  bedstead,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and 
gives  the  plaintiff  no  colour  to  maintain  his  action  against  the  defendant 
in  respect  of  the  said  bedstead — ^that  the  plea  concludes  with  a  verifica- 
tion, instead  of  to  the  country — and  that  it  does  not  appear  in  or  by  the 
plea,  that  the  recovery  against  Willomatt  was  before  the  said  conversion 
by  the  defendant,  or  that  the  said  payment  by  Willomatt  was  before  the 
said  conversion  by  the  defendant. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Dmolingy  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  submitted  that  the  plea  was 
had,  inasmuch  as  it  admitted  the  plaintiff's  property  in  the  chattel,  and 
admitted  the  conversion  thereof  by  the  defendant,  and  did  not  avoid  the 
effect  of  such  admission ;  or,  that,  if  the  plaintiff's  possession  was  thereby 
traversed,  it  was  traversed  argumentatively  only. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  HawkinSy)  contri.  The  plea  sets 
^P  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  in  respect  *of  the  same  identical  r»Q70 
chattel,  in  a  former  action  of  trover  against  Willomatt,(a)  from 
whom  the  present  defendant  purchased  it.  A  judgment  in  trover  changes 
the  property,  and  vests  it  in  the  tort-feasor,  by  relation  to  the  time  of  the 
conversion  complained  of:  Adams  v.  Broughion^  2  Stra.  1078 ;  Bishop  v. 

y^vcountess  Montague,  Cro.  Eliz.  824;  10  Ad.  &  E.  511,  n.;  6  M.  & 
G.  640,  n.;  Vmoin  v.  St.  Quentin,  11  M.  &  W.  277.     The  plea  is  good, 

either  as  giving  colour  to  the  plaintiff,  or  as  a  special  plea  of  satisfaction! 

(a)  Soe  Cooper  ▼.  WiUomaii^  anti,  YoL  I.  p.  672. 
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of  the  very  conversion  here  complained  of.  [Cresswell,  J.  The  plea 
seems  studiously  framed  to  show  that  the  conversion  in  this  case  is  a  dif- 
ferent conversion  from  that  complained  of  in  the  former  action.] 

Doivlingj  Scjjt.,  in  reply.  The  title  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  conver- 
sion by  the  defendant,  are  both  confessed ;  and  it  is  sought  to  avoid  the 
effect  of  that  confession  by  means  of  the  judgment  recovered  against  Wil- 
lomatt  at  some  indefinite  time  before  the  conversion  by  the  defendant. 
There  is  no  allegation  that  the  conversion  by  Wiliomatt,  and  the  conver- 
sion mentioned  in  this  declaration,  are  identical.  [Erlb,  J.  At  the  time 
of  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  in  the  former  action,  the  title  of  Willomatt 
was  complete.]  Upon  this  plea,  it  must  be  taken  that  the  property  in  the 
chattel  is  still  in  the  plaintiff.  In  Ununn  v.  St.  Qaentiny  the  title  ad- 
mitted was  avoided  by  matter  accruing  subsequently  to  the  colourable 
title  of  the  plaintiff.  Here,  the  effect  of  the  admission  is  sought  to  be 
avoided  by  matter  antecedent  [Cresswell,  J.  It  certainly  is  not  shown 
that  the  transfer  from  Willomatt  to  the  defendant  was  anterior  to  the  judg- 
ment obtained  in  the  former  action.] 

*2711        *^he  court  suggested,  that  the  defendant  had  better  amend ; 
but  Talfourdf  Serjt.,  elected  to  take  judgment  on  the  plea. 

Cur.  adv.  vtdt. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  declared,  in  trover,  for  converting  his  bedstead  ;  and  the 
defendant,  besides  pleas  of  the  general  issue,  not  guilty,  and  a  denial  of 
the  plaintiff's  possession,  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  action,  as  follows,  viz., 
that  the  plaintiff,  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  recovered  judg- 
ment in  an  action  of  trover  brought  against  one  Willomatt,  for  the  con- 
version by  him  of  this  same  identical  bedstead,  and  received  from  Wil- 
lomatt the  amount  of  the  damages  and  costs  on  such  judgment,  the 
damages,  so  far  as  related  to  the  bedstead,  having  been  assessed,  and 
having  been  received  by  the  plaintiff,  as  the  full  value  of  the  bed- 
stead, and,  in  fact,  amounting  to  such  value.  The  plea  then  states, 
that  the  conversion  by  Willomatt,  for  which  that  action  was  brought, 
was  a  conversion  not  later  in  point  of  time  than  the  conversion  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  ;  and  that,  before  the  conversion  in  the  declaradoo 
mentioned,  Willomatt,  being  possessed  of  the  said  bedstead,  sold  it  to  the 
defendant,  who  paid  him  for  the  same,  and  received  it  under  such  sale ; 
and  that  the  taking  under  such  sale  is  the  conversion  complained  of  in 
the  declaration.  So  that  the  plea  amounts,  in  substance,  to  this,  that 
Willomatt  took  and  converted  this  bedstead,  and,  whilst  he  had  it  in  his 
possession,  the  defendant  bought  it  of  him,  and  paid  him  for  it;  ao^ 
that  the  plaintiff  has  recovered  from  Willomatt,  and  has  received  from 
him  the  payment  of,  damages  for  such  conversion,  being  the  full  value  of 
the  bedstead. 

*2721        ^^  ^^^  P^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^  special  demurrer ;  and  the  *arguDient 
before  us  has  been,  that  the  plea  is  bad,  either  upon  the  ground) 
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that,  if  taken  as  a  traverse  of  the  plaintiff's  possession,  it  is  argumentative 
only:  or,  if  taken  as  a  confession,  there  is  no  avoidance. 

But  we  think  the  plea  is  not  objectionable  upon  either  of  these  grounds. 
The  plaintiflf,  in  trover,  where  no  special  damage  is  alleged,  is  not  entitled 
to  damages  beyond  the  value  of  the  chattel  he  has  lost ;  and,  afcer  he  has 
once  received  the  full  value,  he  is  not  entitled  to  further  compensation  in 
respect  of  the  same  loss :  and,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  which 
were  cited  in  the  argument,  by  a  former  recovery  in  trover,  and  payment 
of  the  damages,  the  plaintiff's  right  of  property  is  barred,  and  the  pro- 
perty vested  in  the  defendant  in  that  action.  See  Mams  v.  Broughton^ 
2  Stra.  I078,(a)  and  Jenkins,  4th  Cent.,  Ca.  88,  where  it  is  laid  down — «<  A., 
in  trespass  against  B.  for  taking  a  horse,  recovers  damages ;  by  this  re- 
covery, and  execution  done  thereon,  the  property  in  the  horse  is  vested  in 
B.    Solutio  pretii  eniptionis  loco  habetur,^^ 

Now,  the  present  plea  ought,  as  it  appears  to  us,  to  be  construed  as 
alleging  a  sale  by  Willomatt  to  the  defendant  before  the  plaintiff  recovered 
judgment  against  Willomatt.  And,  if  the  plea  be  so  construed,  it  would 
be  a  confession  of  a  cause  of  action,  avoided  by  matter  subsequent,  viz. 
by  the  recovery  of  satisfaction  for  the  same  cause  of  action  from  another ; 
for,  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  is  the  cause  of  his  action,  and  the  loss 
of  the  chattel  is  that  damage ;  and,  though  the  conversion  by  the  defend- 
ant is  different  from  the  conversion  by  Willomatt,  and  may  make  either 
the  one  or  the  other  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  at  his  election,  yet  satisfaction 
from  one  is  a  defence  for  the  other.  Thus,  in  Bird  v.  Randelly  3  Burr. 
1345,  the  recovering  from  a  servant  damages  for  ^'leaving  the  ser-  r*273 
Tice  of  his  master,  was  a  bar  to  an  action  against  the  defendant 
for  seducing  the  servant  to  leave  his  master's  service ;  because  the  loss 
of  the  service  was  a  damage,  and  that  damage  was  compensated  for  in 
the  first  action.  But,  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  plea  be  construed  to  allege 
the  sale  to  the  defendant  to  be  after  the  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  from  Wil- 
lomatt, still  the  plea,  as  to  this  point,  may  be  sustained,  as  giving,  what 
has  been  called  in  modem  cases,  implied  colour  to  the  plaintiff;  for,  it 
admits  that  the  plaintiff  had,  at  one  time,  a  right  of  property,  but  shows 
that  right  to  be  barred  by  the  matter  of  the  plea.  Like  the  case  of  a  plea, 
^  an  action  of  trover,  of  sale  to  the  defendant  in  market  overt ;  or  of  the 
taking  by  the  defendant  for  wreck,  or  for  waif;  which  pleas  may  be 
pleaded  in  trover  or  trespass :  Comyns  v.  Boyer^  Cro.  Eliz.  485,  and  see 
also  Ley  field's  case,  10  Co.  Rep.  90  b;  Unwin  v.  St.  Quentiny  11  M.  & 
W.  277. 

And,  as  to  the  further  objection,  that,  if  the  plea  contained  a  confession 
of  the  cause  of  action,  it  did  not  also  contain  an  avoidance  thereof,  inas- 
^^^\i  as  it  did  not  certainly  appear  that  the  possession  by  Willomatt,  in 
respect  of  which  the  plaintiff  recovered,  continued  till  the  sale  by  him  to 
the  defendant ;  and  that  it  was  consistent  with  the  plea,  that  the  plaintiff 

(a)  See  the  case  more  fully  reported,  Andrews,  18. 
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might  have  acquired  the  property  a  second  time,  and  Willomatt  might- 
have  again  wrongfully  taken  it  from  him  before  the  sale  by  him  to  the 
defendant;  we  think  that  the  possession  in  Willomatt  which  is  first 
alleged  in  the  plea,  and  which  became  rightful  by  the  recovery  in  trover, 
and  payment  of  the  damages,  must  be  taken  to  have  continued  when  the 
sale  to  the  defendant  took  place,  inasmuch  as  nothing  appears  to  the  con- 
*2741  ^^^*  "^^  P^^^  alleges,  in  effect,  that  Willomatt  took  ^posses- 
sion,  and  that,  being  possessed,  he  sold  to  the  defendant :  and, 
although  it  would  have  been  more  certain  if  it  had  been  pleaded  that  he, 
being  so  possessed,  sold ;  still  it  appears  to  us  sufficiently  certain  in  its 
present  form,  on  the  principle  that  no  change  in  the  possession  is  Xo  be 
presumed.  We  therefore  think  that  judgment  ought  to  be  given  for  the 
defendant.  Judgment  for  the  defendant 


DOE  dem.  ATTONSON  v.  FAWCETT  and  Others.    June  6. 

A^  by  a  wiU  (executed  before  the  Ist  of  Januaiy,  1838,)  devised  as  foUows  s—'  I  give  ana 
bequeath  to  my  son  Bw  my  moitty  of  the  house  he  now  foes  in,  and  aU  my  personal  piopeny 
now  in  his  keeping  f' — Hdd,  that  B.  took  the  moiety  of  the  house  in  fee. 

Ejectment  for  a  house  at  Richmond,  in  Yorkshire. 

At  the  trial,  before  Kolfe,  B.,  at  the  last  summer  assizes  at  York,  it 
appeared  that  the  house  had  been  purchased  in  1811,  by  George  Atkin- 
son the  elder,  and  George  Atkinson  the  younger,  as  tenants  in  common. 
By  his  will,  dated  the  24th  of  April,  1834,  George  Atkinson  the  younger 
devised  as  follows : — 

"Memorandum,  that  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son  Richard  Atkinson, 
of  Richmond,  who  has  always  shown  me  good  duty  and  kindness,  my 
moiety  of  the  house  which  he  n&w  lives  in,  in  Finkle  street,  in  Richmond, 
and  all  my  personal  property  now  in  his  keeping,  and  elsewhere,  except 
the  few  articles  herein  named,  which  are  now  in  my  possession  at  the 
Hagg  cottage,  and  which  things  I  give  to  my  dear  grand-daughter  Marj 
Ann  Alderson,"  &c. 

On  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended  that  Richard 
*2761     '^^"^i^^^i  ^^  ^1^9  ^^^  under  this  *devise  only  an  estate  for  life. 
For  the  defendants,  who  claimed  under  the  devisees  of  Richard 
Atkinson,  it  wa$  insisted  that  the  words  <(  my  moiety  of  the  house"  car- 
ried the  fee. 

The  learned  baron  was  of  opinion  that  Richard  Atkinson  took  only  an 
estate  for  life,  and  he  so  directed  the  jury ^  who  accordingly  returned  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 

Channell^  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  He  cited  Bebb  v.  Penoyre^  11  E^ 
160 ;  Roe  d,  Mport  t.  Bacon,  4  M.  &  S,  366 ;  and  Pans  v.  Miller,  5  M. 
&  S.  408. 
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Sir  7.  WUdef  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Greenwood^)  in  Easter  term» 
showed  cause.  Richard  Atkinson,  under  the  devise  in  question,  took  a 
life-estate  only,  A  clear  manifestation  of  the  testator's  intention  to  give 
Urn  a  larger  estate,  was  necessary  to  oust  the  title  of  the  heir.  The 
word  <( estate"  has  been  held  to  refer,  not  to  the  corpus  of  the  pro- 
perty, but  to  the  quantum  of  interest,  and  therefore  to  carry  a  fee. 
But  the  words  <<my  house''  are  descriptive  only  of  the  thing  given; 
and  «my  moiety"  or  <( half-part"  cannot  have  a  more  extensive  sig- 
nification. In  FawceVs  case^  8  Vin.  Abr.  tit.  Demse^  (L.  a,)  pi.  11, 
« a  man  seised  of  an  house  and  land,  devised  the  moiety  of  his  house 
to  his  wife  for  life:  item,  he  devised  the  other  moiety  of  his  house 
to  J.,  his  second  son:  item,  he  devised  to  J.,  his  second  son,  the  said 
house,  and  all  the  lands  which  pertained  to  it,  after  the  death  of  the  wife." 
It  was  held  that  J.  took  an  estate  for  life  only,  after  the  death  of  the  wife, 
and  not  an  estate  in  fee.  That  case  has  never  been  overruled.  In  PeU 
iywood  V.  Cooke,  Cro.  Eliz.  52,  *Hawkins  was  seised  in  fee  of  r»276 
three  houses  in  Bury,  aod  devised  them  to  his  wife  for  life,  the 
remainder  of  one  of  the  messuages  to  Robert,  his  son,  and  his  heirs,  the 
remainder  of  one  other  of  the  messuages  to  Christian,  his  daughter,  and 
her  heirs,  and  of  the  third  messuage  to  Joan,  his  daughter,  and  her  heirs, 
having  only  these  three  children ;  and  did  further  will,  that,  if  any  of  them 
(lied  without  issue,  then  the  survivors  should  enjoy  Mam  Ulam  partem 
equally  divided  between  them.  Christian  took  husband,  and  had  issue  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  died  :  after,  Robert  died  without  issue ;  and  then 
the  feme  of  the  testator  died :  Joan,  being  the  survivor,  entered  into  all  the 
part  of  Robert,  and  took  husband,  and  had  issue  the  defendant,  and  died. 
And  the  question  was,  if  the  issue  of  Joan  should  have  all  the  part  of  Robert, 
as  a  devise  to  his  mother  and  her  heirs,  or  if  the  issue  of  Christian  should 
have  a  moiety  with  her  as  co-parcener.  And  all  the  justices  held,  that, 
by  the  devise,  only  an  estate  for  life  was  limited  to  the  survivor,  and  the 
fee  did  descend  by  course  of  law,  as  well  to  the  issue  of  Christian,  which 
first  died,  as  to  the  survivor ;  and,  though  the  words  were,  that  the  sur- 
vivor should  enjoy  totam  Ulam  partem^  that  was,  all  the  messuage,  and  not 
according  to  all  the  estate  the  party  dying  had  in  the  messuage  ;  for,  no 
estate  being  limited,  it  should  be  intended  but  an  estate  for  life.  The 
doubt  suggested  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Behh  v.  Penoyre,  where 
there  were  other  words  associated  with  <<  iny  half-part,"  clearly  is  not 
sufficient  to  impeach  Petiywood  v.  Cooke  to  such  a  degree  as  to  prevent 
its  being  relied  on  as  an  important  decision  on  this  occasion.  Roe  d.  AU-i 
fort  V.  jBocon  and  Parti  v.  Miller  are  wholly  beside  the  present  case.  In 
the  former,  the  decision  turned  mainly  upon  the  legal  sense  belonging  to 
*«  estates,"  in  *the  place  and  under  the  circumstances  in  which  r^^n 
the  word  was  found  in  that  will :  and,  in  the  latter,  where  a 
testatrix,  being  seised  in  fee  of  an  undivided  fifth  part,  and  of  a  moiety 
of  another  undivided  fifth  part,  devised  <<  my  share  of  the  Bastile  and  other 
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estates,  situate  at  C,  and  now  in  the  occupations  of  T.  and  C,  to  my 
sister  C.  W.,'*   it  was  held  that  a  fee  passed,  Lord  Ellenborough  treat* 
ing  the  question  as  one  of  grammatical  construction  only.     In  Doe  d. 
Clarke  v.  Clarke^  1  C.  &  M.  39,  the  testator,  after  charging  such  part  of 
his  property  as  might  be  necessary  and  adequate  for  the  payment  of  his 
just  debts,  gave  to  his  brother,  R.  C,  all  that  dwelling-house,  &c.,  with 
all  lands  appertaining  to  the  same,  lately  in  the  possession  of  G.  S.  of  W., 
or  his  mortgagee,  the  said  property  lying  and  being  in  the  township  of 
W.;  and  also  gave  to  R.  C.  all  the  share,  right,  and  property  of  the  H. 
estate,  situate  in  the  county  of  Chester,  as  left  by  his  late  father ;  and  it 
was  held  that  R.  C.  took  a  life-estate  only  in  the  premises  in  W.    So, 
under  a  devise  of  the  testator's  share  in  the  New  River,  the  devisees  were 
held  to  take  only  for  life  ;  the  word  s/iare  importing  his  part  only,  not  his 
estate  or  interest  in  it :  Middleton  v.  Swayne^  Skinn.  839.     In  Doe  d. 
Ashby  V.  Baines^  2  C,  M.  &  R.  23,  the  testator,  aAer  giving  a  pecuniary 
legacy  to  his  heir-at-law,  directed  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  to  be 
paid  and  discharged  by  his  executrix  after  named  :  he  then  gave  to  his 
daughter  E.  S.,  whom  he  made,  constituted,  and  ordained  his  executrix, 
all  and  singular  his  lands,  tenements,  and  messuages,  by  her  freely  to  be 
possessed  and  enjoyed :  and  it  was  held  that  E.  S.  took  only  a  life-estate. 
Lord  Abinger,  in  the  course  of  the  argument  of  that  case,  observed,  that 
«<  a  probability  affording  room  for  guessing  that  the  testator  intended  to 
♦2781     disinherit  *his  heir-at-iaw,(a)  is  not  sufficient."   In  Doe  d.  Roberts 
•'     V.  Roberts^  7  M.  &  W.  382,  the  testator,  after  directing  that  all 
his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  should  be  paid  by  his  executors  therein- 
after named,  devised  to  A.  a  particular  farm,  without  words  of  limitation, 
and  other  farms  to  B.,  C,  and  D.,  respectively,  in  the  same  terms,  and 
appointed  A.  and  B.  joint  executors  and  residuary  legatees  of  his  will: 
and  it  was  held  that  A.  took  a  life-estate  only  in  the  farm  devised  to  her. 
Parke,  B.,  there  says :  <<  Unless  we  can  see,  upon  a  reasonable  construc- 
tion of  the  words  of  the  will,  enough  to  take  away  the  estate  from  the 
heir-at-law,  it  must  remain  in  him.    It  is  very  properly  conceded,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  devising  clause  itself  is  not  sufficient  to 
pass  the  fee  ;  but  reliance  is  placed,  first,  upon  the  charge  of  debts  and 
funeral  expenses  ;  but  that  is  only  what  the  law  would  imply  without  any 
words.   Then,  the  only  other  words  relied  upon  are  the  concluding  words 
of  the  will,  by  which  the  testator  appoints  William  and  Elizabeth  Roberts 
joint  executors  and  residuary  legatees  of  his  will.     These  are  words  con- 
fessedly applying,  in  their  ordinary  sense,  to  personalty  only;  and  I  think 
there  is  nothing  in  this  will  to  apply  them  more  largely."    In  Doe  d. 
Gvrillim  v.  GiMlim,  3  B.  &  Ad.  479,  2  N.  &  M.  247,  it  was  held,  that, 
under  a  devise  of  a  house  to  A.,  without  words  of  inheritance,  (placed 

(a)  In  England^  the  nearest  of  blood  cannot  be  tniljr  dumhmUd,  although  the  ancestor 
may  in  his  lifetime,  at  conunon  law,  and,  bjr  statute,  at  his  death,  render  the  heirship  of  oo , 
value. 
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between  two  other  devises  in  which  heirs  were  named,)  the  devisee  toot 
a  life-estate  only,  although  by  the  will  the  devisor  professed  to  dispose  of 
his  <«  worldly  estate.^*  And  Patteson,  J.,  said  :  «<I  am  not  disposed  to 
carry  the  effect  of  the  word  « estate'  further  than  has  been  done  already." 
These  authorities  clearly  uphold  the  direction  of  the  learned  baron  in  this 
case. 

'ChanneUj  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  BKss^)  in  support  of  the  rule;  r*viQ 
Underthis  will,  Richard  Atkinson  took  an  estate  in  fee.  The  words  ^ 
used  are  clearly  and  unequivocally  descriptive  of  the  testator's  interest,  and 
the  context  shows  a  manifest  intention  to  pass  the  whole.  Parke,  B.,  in 
Doe  dem.  Templeman  v.  Martin^  4  B.  &  Ad.  785,  says :  «<It  may  be  laid 
down  as  a  general  rule,  that  all  facts  relating  to  the  subject-matter  and  ob« 
ject  of  the  devise,  such  as  that  it  was  or  was  not  in  the  possession  of  the  tes- 
tator, the  mode  of  acquiring  it,  the  local  situation,  and  the  distribution  of 
the  property,  are  admissible  to  aid  in  ascertaining  what  is  meant  by  the 
words  used  in  the  will."  In  construing  this  will,  therefbre,  regard  may 
be  had  to  the  fact,  that  the  testator  here  had  taken  an  undivided  moiety 
of  the  house  in  question  under  the  conveyance  of  1811.  And  the  words 
used  are  capable  of  including,  and  are  the  most  apt  that  could  be  used  to 
describe,  the  whole  interest  he  took  under  that  deed.  Bdb  v.  Penoyrsy 
is  not  relied  on  as  an  express  authority  on  the  point  in  dispute  here,  but 
oaly  to  the  extent  of  the  doubt  thrown  by  Lord  Ellenborough's  observa«> 
tioos,  upon  Pettywood  v.  Cooke:  the  distinctions,  however,  between  that 
case  and  the  present  are  quite  immaterial.  It  is  conceded  that  the  word 
« estates"  will  now  carry  a  fee:  and,  that  that  is  so,  is  indicative  of  an 
anxiety  on  the  part  of  the  courts,  so  to  construe  the  language  used  by  a  tes- 
tator as  if  possible  to  carry  out  his  intentions — an  anxiety  that  did  not  exist 
at  the  time  Pettywood  v.  CooA;^  was  decided.  Paris  v.  Miller  follows  up 
the  inclination  of  Lord  Ellenborough's  opinion  in  Bdb  v.  Penoyre  ;  for, 
he  there  says :  <«  This  is  not  a  devise  of  a  portion  which  the  devisor  has 
carved  out  of  the  entirety :  it  existed  in  her  as  it  is  devised.  The  words 
<  my  share,'  as  it  seems  to  mcj  were  used  as  denoting  *the  interest ;  rtoRO 
those  which  follow,  the  thing  devised,  and  its  locality ;  and  the  ^ 
latter  words,  which  describe  the  occupation,  relate  to  the  last  antecedent, 
▼iz.  the  estates,  and  not  to  the  word  share.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  word^ 
ihart  passes  the  fee."  In  Middkton  v.  Swayne^  there  was  no  other  way 
of  describing  the  interest  than  by  the  word  share.  In  Doe  dem.  Clarke  v« 
Clarke^  the  question  was,  what  estate  the  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff took  in  the  premises  at  Wybunbury :  there  were  no  words  calculated 
or  intended  to  give  a  fee.  In  Doe  dem.  AMy  v.  BaineSf  the  devise  of 
the  tests^or's  lands  «« freely  to  be  possessed  and  enjoyed,"  was  confessedly 
insufficient  to  pass  a  fee:  and  it  was  sought  to  eke  it  out  by  a  reference 
to  extraneous  matter.  In  Jindrew  v.  Southousef  5  T.  R.  292,  a  devise^ 
of  the  testator's  lands  at  W.,  and  all  his  interest  in  the  estates  of  J.  C, 
deceased,  to  L.  A.  tor  life;  and^  after  L.  A.'s  decease,  to  E.  S.,  ch^rg^cl. 
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with  an  annuity  to  J.  T.  for  life,  was  held  to  give  a  remainder  in  fee  to 
E.  S.  And  Lord  Kenyok  said :  «<  For  nearly  half  a  century,  it  has  been 
the  wish  of  the  courts  to  give  efiect  to  the  intention  of  the  devisor,  as  far 
as  they  can.  It  has  frequently  been  observed,  that,  in  almost  eveij 
case  where  the  words  of  the  devise  have  been  so  restrained  as  to  give  only 
an  estate  for  life,  the  decision  has  been  against  what  may  be  supposed  to 
have  been  the  private  intention  of  the  devisor.  And  Lord  Mansheld 
often  said  that  it  appeared  to  him  that  persons,  in  general,  who  made 
their  own  wills,  thought  that  the  same  words  were  sufficient  to  pass  an 
estate  of  inheritance  that  are  used  to  convey  a  mere  chattel  interest. 
Generally  speaking,  where  there  are  no  words  of  inheritance  annexed  to 
the  devise  of  lands,  only  an  estate  for  life  will  pass,  unless  there  be  some* 
thing  in  the  will  to  show  that  the  devisor  intended  to  give  a  greater 
4,001-1     ^estate.    But,  in  the  will  in  question,  there  are,  in  more  places 

than  one,  words  to  show  that  the  devisor  intended  to  gi?e  an 
estate  in  fee."  In  Roe  dem.  Allport  v.  Bacorif  4  M.  &  S.  366,  the  testator 
devised  to  his  wife,  «  all  and  singular  my  freehold  lands,  messuages,  and 
tenements,  at,  &c.,  or  elsewhere,  together  with  all  my  household  goods, 
&c.,  for  life ;  and,  after  her  decease,  then  all  the  said  estates^  goods,  &c., 
to  be  divided  among  my  sons,  (naming  them,)  share  and  share  alike :"  and 
it  was  held  that  the  sons  took  a  fee  in  the  lands  after  the  death  of  the  wife, 
and  that  the  estate  of  one  of  thtm  was  well  devised  to  another,  by  a  devise 
of  «  all  my  proportionabk  share  which  belongs  to  me,  after  my  mother^s 
death,"  to  him  and  his  heirs.  c(  In  cases  of  this  sort,"  said  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  *t  unless  the  testator  uses  expressions  of  absolute  restrictioa,  it 
may  in  general  be  taken  that  he  intends  to  dispose  of  the  whole  interest; 
and,  in  furtherance  of  this  intention,  courts  of  justice  have  laid  hold  of  the 
word  estate,  as  passing  a  fee,  wherever  it  is  not  so  connected  with  mere 
local  description,  as  to  be  cut  down  to  a  more  restrained  signification. 
Now,  in  this  case  we  find  the  word  estates,  which  at  this  day  may  be  taken 
to  be  equivalent  to  estate,  for  the  purpose  of  passing  the  whole  interest; 
and  really  an  argument  is  afforded  £rom  the  company  in  which  this  word 
is  found,  why  it  should  so  mean ;  for,  the  testator  devises  tUl  the  said 
estates,  goods,  &c.,  amongst  his  sons,  which  without  doubt  passed  the  en* 
tire  property  in  the  goods  to  them ;  wherefore,  by  the  aid  of  collocation, 
the  word  estates  may,  I  think,  fairly  be  intended  to  comprehend  the  entire 
interest  in  the  lands."  So,  here,  the  collocation  of  the  words  leads  to 
the  necessary  inference  that  the  testator  intended  his  son  Richard  to  take 
*2821    ^^  ^ '  ^^^^  ^^  nothing  on  the  ftice  of  the  will  to  justify  *a  su^ 

mise,  that  he  intended  to  die  intestate  as  to  the  fee,  which  he  must 
do  if  this  construction  of  the  will  is  not  to  prevail.  In  Jarman  on  Witts, 
vol.  ti.  p.  193,  the  learned  author,  remarking  upon  the  case  of  Pom  v. 
MUkr,  observes,  that,  « if  the  word  « share'  be  c^^Mt  propria  vigors  ot 
carr}iDg  the  fee,  as  being  descriptive  of  the  testator^s  interest,  there  seems 
to  be  no  reason  why  it  should  be  restrained  by  words  of  locality,  or  other 
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expressions  applicable  to  the  corptis  of  the  land,  seeing  that  the  word  <  es- 
tate' is  not  neutralized  by  such  an  association.''  Cur.  adv.  vult. 
TiNDALy  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court: — 
The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  Richard  Atkinson,  the  son  of 
the  testator,  took  an  estate  in  fee,  or  for  life  only,  in  the  moiety  of  the 
house  devised  to  him  by  his  father's  will.  The  devisor  was  seised  in  fee- 
simple  of  one  moiety  of  the  house  in  which  his  son  was  living;  and,  being 
80  seised,  devised  in  these  terms,  viz.  <<  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son 
Bkhard  Mkinson  my  mtnety  of  the  house  in  which  he  now  lives  tn,  and  all 
my  personal  property  now  in  his  keeping."  And  the  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion depends,  as  it  appears  to  us,  upon  the  proper  interpretation  to  be  put 
upon  the  words  «  my  moiety."  If  those  words  do,  in  their  natural  and 
ordinary  signification,  import  the  interest  which  the  testator  had  in  the 
house,  then  we  think  this  devise  will  carry  the  whole  interest  he  had,  that 
is,  the  fee :  but,  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  words  ordinarily  have  a  narrower 
meaning,  and  are  considered  to  import  no  more  than  half  of  a  house,  then, 
undottbtedly,  the  devise  of  that  half  of  the  house  would  be  a  devise  for  life 
only.  And  *it  appears  to  us  that  the  word  «  moiety,"  which  is  r*oQQ 
accompanied,  generally,  whether  in  the  pleading  or  conveyancing, 
by  the  word  «<  half-part,"  as  synonymous  or  explanatory  of  its  force, 
carries  with  it  the  signification  of  the  part  or  interest  which  the  party 
takes  in  any  subject-matter ,  so  that,  when  a  man  devises  «  his  moiety," 
he  devises  his  half-part  or  interest  which  he  has  in  the  thing  devised. 
The  case  of  Pettywood  v.  Cooke,  Cro.  Eliz.  52,  which  was  relied  upon 
in  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  does  not  in  any  manner  affect  the 
present  question.  In  that  case,  the  devisor  was  not  seised  of  any  particu- 
lar part  or  interest  in  the  fee,  but  of  the  entirety:  the  devise  was  not,  as 
here,  of  «« the  devisor's  third  part;"  but,  being  seised  of  the  fee  in  three 
several  houses,  he  devises  one  of  them  to  each  of  his  three  daughters,  and 
her  heirs ;  and,  if  any  of  them  died  without  issue,  then  the  survivors 
should  enjoy  <«  totam  iUam  partem,^^  to  be  equally  divided  between  them. 
The  judges  held,  in  that  case,  that  no  more  than  an  estate  for  life  was 
limited  by  the  devise  over;  and  construed  ^^ totam  illam partem,^^  to  be 
«<  totam  Ulam  domum.^^  In  that  case,  the  words  limiting  the  devise  over 
had  cut  down  the  estate  of  the  daughters  to  an  estate-tail,  and  had  made 
the  devise,  in  efiect,  no  more  than  a  devise  in  tail  to  several,  remainder 
over,  without  signifying  any  estate,  which  must  therefore  be  for  life  only. 
And,  even  as  to  this  case,  Lord  Ellenborovgh,  in  the  case  of  Bebb  v. 
Penoyre,  11  East,  160,  expresses  a  strong  doubt  whether  the  decision 
was  right :  and,  in  the  case  then  before  the  court,  that  of  the  devise  to  the 
brother,  of  <«  my  half-part  of  the  four  freehold  houses  which  I  hold  with 
him,"  intimates  an  opinion  that  he  should  be  disposed  to  think  the  words 
sufficient  to  carry  a  fee.  And  the  same  learned  judge  expressed  the  same 
opinioD,  *upon  the  devise  of  «  my  share,"  in  the  case  of  Paris  v.  p^ogx 
MUerj  6  M.  fc  S.  408.    He  observes :  <<  This  is  not  the  devise  of    ^ 
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a,  portion  ^hicb  the  devisor  has  carved  out  of  the  entirety :  it  existed  in  her 
a,^.  it  is  devised.  The  words  <  my  share,'  as  it  seen^s  to  me,  ^ere  used  as 
denoting  an  interest:"  which  view  of  the  case  vv:as  adopted  by  the  court. 
Upon,  these  grounds,  we  think  the  words  of  this  devise  are  sufficient  to 
carry  the  fee ;  and  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


BOWLBY  i;.  BELL.    June  6, 

A^  aaharebroker,  on  the  28th  of  July,  1845,  contracted  to  sell  to  R  certain  railway  shares 
(belonging  to  C.  The  scrip  having  been  sent  to  the  company's  office  ibr  registration,  and 
A.  being  consequently  unable  to  deliver  tJie  shares,  B.,  on  the  23d  of  September,  puicfaased 
'  other  shares  at  an  advanced  price,  and  claimed  the  difference  from  A.  A.  accordingly  paid 
him  the  amount,  after  notice  from  C,  not  to  do  so— one  of  the  rules  of  the  Hull  stock 
exchange,  of  wbich  A.  and  &  were  both  members,  declaring  brokers  to  be  persoQally 
responsible  for  die  fulfilment  of  their  respective  contracts  with  each  other-— aud  claimed 
to  be  recouped  the  same  by  C^  as  money  paid  to  his  use.  The  price  of  the  shares  had  not 
been  offered  to  C,  nor  had  any  transfer  been  tendered  to  him  for  execution}— BUtf,  that 
the  acdon  was  not  maintainable. 

And  heUi  that  a  letter  fjrom  C.  to  A.,  requiring  all  further  oommunicadons  to  be  addressed  to 
^18  solicitors,  did  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  such  tender. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  railway  shares  is  not  a  contract  for  the  sole  of  goods^  wares,  or 
merchandise,  within  the  1 7th  secdon  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  81/.  10s. 
alleged  to  have  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant's  use.    The 
declaration  contained  the  common  counts  for  money  paid,  money  lent, 
interest)  and  money  due  upon  an  account  stated. 

Plea,  non  assumpsit. 
*2851  ^'^b^  cause  was  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes 
at  York.  The  facts  were  as  follow : — The  plaintiff  was  a  share- 
broker  at  Kingston«upon-Hull ;  the  defendant  a  merchant  at  Liverpool. 
OjEi  the  28th  of  July,  1845,  the  defendant  employed  the  plaintiff  to  sell  for 
him.  five  shares  in  the  Great  Grimsby  and  Sheffield  Railway  Company. 
T^e  plaintiff  on  the  same  day  sold  them  to  one  Richardson,  at  4/.  15^ 
per  sliare.  At  this  time  the  shares  had  been  sent  in  to  the  office  of  the 
company  for  the  purpose  of  registration,  pursuant  to  their  act  of  incorpora- 
tip^i  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  50,  (local  and  personal,)  ss.  14,  15,  which  passed  on 
ihp  SOth  of  June  preceding.  By  the  act,  registered  shares  can  only  be 
transferred  by  deed.  In  consequence  of  the  delay  which  took  place  at  the 
office  of  the  company,  the  registered  shares  were  not  delivered  out  until 
the.  12th  of  November.  On  the  11th  of  Aug^ust,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to  the 
defendant  as  follows : — 

«<  The  broker  to  whom  I  sold  five  Grimsby  and  SheflSelds,  has  jusft  called 
to  say,  that,  unle^  they  are  delivered  to  him  on  Wednesday  or  Thursday 
nex^y  he  shall  buy  thein  in.  against  me  at  present  prices,  he  being  bound  to 
deliver,  himself*  If  it  be  ;possible,  this,  mu^t  be  avoided;  I  would  therefore 
suggest  th^t  you  write  at  once  to  the  office,  requesting  them  to  return  the 
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abore  to  ine ;  telling  them,  at  the  same  time,  the  situation  in  which  I  am 
phced,  owing  to  the  above  shares  being  sent  to  register  too  early.  Thei^e 
was  no  occasion  to  have  sent  them  before  the  l6th  instant.  It  is  to  be 
regretted  that  you  hare  done  so.  Your  clerk  informs  me  that  you  sent 
them  on  the  16th  ult.'* 

On  the  16tfa,  the  defendant  wrote  that  the  plaintiff's  letter  should  be 
attended  to ;  adding  that  « the  purchaser  would  have  every  thing  fairly 
done  to  him,  as  soon  as  the  shares  were  registered.''  On  the  16th  of 
*Aagust,  the  plaintiff  again  addressed  the  defendant  as  follows : —     r^ofig 

«  Nothing  can  be  done  with  respect  to  the  Grimsby  and  Shef- 
field sharies.  Mr.  Richardson,  the  broker  to  whom  I  sold  them,  must 
either  accept  them  as  transferable  stock,  or  not  at  all.  Ft  was  distinctly 
understood,  at  the  time  the  bargain  was  concluded,  that  the  shares  were 
then  being  registered :  and  it  is  any  thing  but  fair,  on  the  part  of  th^t  gen- 
tleman, to  call  upon  me  at  the  eleventh  hour  to  deliver  them  as  unregis- 
tered stock,  when,  at  the  same  time,  he  knew  it  was  impossible  to  do  so." 

On  the  23d,  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintiff— 

<<  Am  I  to  underistand  that  the  bargain  for  the  Grimsby  and  Sheffield 
shares  is  void,  or  that  the  party  takes  them,  paying  4|  and  21. 10s.  for  first 
call,  and  pays  the  moment  delivery  is  made  ?" 

To  this  the  plaintiff  replied  on  the  26th — 

"  The  buyer  of  your  Grimbys  will  pay  the  call,  and  expenses  of  trans- 
fer, &c.,  when  the  proper  time  arrives  for  doing  so." 

On  the  26th,  the  defendant  again  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  as  follows : — 

<<  Enclosed  I  beg  to  hand  you  the  notice  of  call  On  the  five  Grimsby 
Shares,  which  the  buyer  can  please  pay  immediately,  and  transmit  eitiiei* 
direct  or  through  my  clerk,  as  I  am  desirous  of  having  the  business  closed 
as  quick  as  possible." 

The  plaintiff  replied  on  the  following  day — 

"  The  buyer  of  your  five  Grimsbys  will  pay  the  call  On  or  before  the 
23d  of  September  next;  until  which  period  the  shares  cannot  be  trans- 
ferred, (see  the  ^secretary's  letter  enclosed :)  for  the  purpose  of    r»oQ7 
enabling  the  purchaser  to  do  so,  I  retain  the  letter  advising  you 
of  the  call  in  question." 

On  the  1st  of  September,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  met,  when  the 
latter  signed  the  following  memorandum  : — 

"  Mr.  George  Bowlby, — On  or  before  the  23d  instant,  I  undertake  to  pay 
a  call  of  2L  bs.  per  share  on  five  Grimsby  and  Sheffield  shares  sold  by 
you  on  my  account  on  the  28th  of  July  last,  and,  as  soon  after  as  possi- 
ble, pledge  myself  to  execute  the  necessary  transfer  iti  respect  thereof. 
The  amount  to  be  tepaid. 

(Signed)  u  T.  F.  Bell." 

This  document  was  objected  to,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  as  being 
raadmi^ble,  for  want  of  a  stamp.  The  learned  judge,  however,  admitted 
ft,  resetviiig  the  point. 
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The  defendant  paid  the  amount  of  the  call  on  the  23d  of  September, 
and,  on  the  15th  of  October,  he  wrote  to  the  plaintifls  as  follows :— 

<<  As  I  am  going  out  of  town,  I  have  placed  the  correspondence  with 
you  relating  to  the  Grimsby  shares,  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Walker,  (his 
attorney,)  to  whom  I  beg  all  further  communications  may  be  made." 

On  the  17th  of  October,  Richardson  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  as  follows:— 

« I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  shall,  on  Tuesday  next,  the  2l8t 
instant,  buy  in  on  the  best  terms  against  you,  (unless  you  furnish  me  with 
the  same  in  the  interim,)  five  shares  in  the  Great  Grimsby  and  Sheffield 
Railway  Company.'* 

On  the  following  day,  the  plaintiff  transmitted  a  copy  of  this  notice  to 
mnoQi  the  defendant's  attorney ;  and  on  the  *23d  wrote  to  inform  him 
that  the  time  had  expired  for  delivering  the  shares,  and  that,  io 
default,  they  would  be  purchased  by  Richardson,  and  the  defendant  charged 
with  the  difference  of  price.  On  the  same  day,  (the  23d,)  Richardson 
did  purchase  five  shares,  at  a  price  exceeding  by  81/.  10^.  the  sum  for 
which  the  plaintiff  had  contracted  to  sell  them  to  him.  On  the  24th, 
notice  was  given  to  the  defendant,  or  to  his  attorney,  that  Richardson  had 
made  the  purchase,  and  claimed  to  be  repaid  the  excess.  On  the  27th, 
the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  as  follows : — 

(<I  have  seen  your  notice,  dated  the  22d,  (I  think,)  and  beg  leave 
respectfully  to  caution  you  against  paying  any  money  on  my  account  till 
the  claim  be  settled  in  a  court  of  law,  when  I  will  pay  it  myself." 

Notwithstanding  this  last  communication,  the  plaintiff  paid  Richardson 
the  difference  of  81/.  10«.  on  the  7th  of  November,  and  now  claimed  to 
recover  it  fix)m  the  defendant  as  money  paid  to  his  use.  The  plaintiff 
relied  upon  a  rule  of  the  stock-exchange  at  Hull,  of  which  it  appeared 
Richardson  also  was  a  member,  though  it  did  not  appear  that  the  defendant 
was,  or  that  he  was  cognisant  of  the  fact  of  Richardson  being  so,  or  knew 
of  the  existence  of  the  rule.  That  rule  provides  « that  all  members  of  the 
association  shall  be  individually  responsible  for  the  due  fulfilment  of  theii 
respective  contracts  with  each  other,  if  the  principals  be  not  named  and 
accepted  at  the  time  of  making  such  contract." 

There  was  no  proof  of  any  tender  of  the  price  of  the  shares,  or  of  the 
call  of  21.  lOs.  per  share,  by  Richardson  to  the  plaintiff;  or  of  any  trans- 
fer of  the  shares  having  been  prepared  and  tendered  by  Richardson,  either 
to  the  plaintiff  or  to  the  defendant,  for  execution  by  the  latter. 
•QQQi  I^  ^Bs  thereupon  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  'defendant,  that, 
as  between  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  there  was  no  eridence  of 
default  on  his  part,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action ;  and 
that,  if  Richardson  had  sued  the  plaintiff,  he  could  not  have  recovered 
without  showing  a  tender  of  the  price  of  the  shares,  and  also  a  regular 
transfer,  for  execution.     The  learned  judge  reserved  the  point. 

It  was  further  objected  that  there  had  been  unreasonable  delay  on  the 
part  of  Richardson  in  repurchasing  shares,  two  settling  days  having  been 
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permitted  to  elapse  from  the  28th  of  July ;  whereas,  by  the  custom  of  the 
stock-exchange,  it  appeared  that  railway  scrip  must  be  delivered  and  paid 
for  on  the  second  settling  day  aAer  the  purchase.(a) 

It  was  also  objected,  on  the  authority  of  Child  y.  Morleyy  8  T.  R.  610, 
that,  at  all  events,  money  paid  was  not  maintainable,  but  that,  if  the  de- 
fendant were  liable  at  all,  the  plaintiff  should  have  declared  specially. 
This  point  also  was  reserved. 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed^  subject 
to  a  motion. 

Channellf  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  new  trial.  He  cited  Child  v.  Morhy^  Lightfoot  v. 
Creed,  8  Taunt.  268,  and  Stephens  v.  De  Medina,  4  Q.  B.  422. 

Bytes,  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Archbold,)  on  a  former  day  in  this  term, 
showed  cause.     The  defendant,  hanng  employed  the  plaintiff  to  dispose 
of  his  shares,  must  be  taken  to  have  been  cognisant  of  the  course  of  deal- 
ing amongst  brokers  in  the  share  market:  and  the  liability  to  pay  the 
money  now  sought  to  be  recovered,  having  •been  incurred  by  the.    r»oon 
latter  at  the  request  of  the  former,  the  present  action  is  well  con- 
ceived.    Richardson  might  have  sued  the  defendant —  Thompson  v.  Daven- 
port,9B.&LC.  78, 4 M.  &R.  110:  the  payment,  therefore,  by  the  plaintiff 
was  in  discharge  of  his  liability.     In  Child  v.  Morley,  the  judgment  pro- 
ceeds entirely  on  the  ground  that  the  broker  incurred  no  personal  respon- 
sibility.    Here,  however,  the  broker  is  personally  liable.     [Coltman,  J. 
How  can  the  defendant,  who  is  not  a  member  of  the  Hull  stock- exchange, 
be  bound  by  its  rules?]    When  he  employed  the  plaintiff  to  sell,  he  must 
be  assumed  to  have  given  him  the  powers  necessary  to  enable  him  to  obtain 
the  best  price  for  his  shares.     In  Child  v.  Morley,  La  whence,  J.,  says : 
<«  Taking  the  transaction,  as  now  disclosed,  to  be  legal  within  the  statute 
7  G.  2,  c.  8,  there  can  be  no  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  becoming  the 
guarantee  of  such  a  legal  contract ;  and  then,  if  he  had  paid  the  money 
on  the  default  of  the  defendant,  he  would  have  stood  in  the  common  situa- 
tion of  a  surety  paying  money  for  his  principal ;  and  it  might  have  been 
a  question  whether,  if,  by  the  general  usage  of  the  stock-exchange,  brokers 
contracting  for  the  sale  of  stock,  and  not  disclosing  the  names  of  their 
principals,  were  considered  as  impliedly  pledging  their  own  credit  for  the 
faithful  performance  of  the  contract,  such  general  usage  might  have  been 
deemed  equivalent  to  an  express  guarantee  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
then  the  money  paid  by  him  in  default  of  his  principal  would  have  been 
money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  defendant."    lAghtfoot  v.  Creed  merely 
shows  that  Richardson  could  only  have  brought  a  special  action  against 
either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  for  the  breach  of  contract.     Then, 
^^  plaintiff  being  liable  to  Richardson,  he  was   not  bound  to  wait 
*unlil  Richardson  brought  an  action :  PUt  v.  Purssord,  8  M.  &  W.     r»oQi 
538 ;  Kemp  v.  Finden,  12  M.  &  W.  421 .     [Maule,  J.    He  clearly     ■■ 

(a)  See  Tempat  v.  KiintTt  ante,  p.  249. 
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could  not  have  cbarged  the  principal  with  the  costs  of  such  an  action.] 
The  defendant,  by  his  letter  of  the  15th  of  October,  1845,  dispensed  with 
the  necessity  of  any  tendefy  either  of  the  price  of  the  shares,  or  of  a  re- 
gnlar  transfer. 

The  memorandam  of  the  1st  of  September  did  not  require  a  stamp. 
[Cresswell,  J.,  referred  to  Humble  v.  MUchdl,  11  Ad.  &  E.  205,  3  P. 
&  D.  141, (a)  where  it  was  held  that  shares  in  a  joint-stock  banking  com- 
pany are  not  goods,  wares,  or  merchandises,  within  the  statute  of  frauds.] 
It  is,  in  truth,  no  agreement  at  all :  it  was  a  mere  authority  to  the  broker 
to  say  something.  [Tikdal,  C.  J.  There  is  no  consideration  on  the  fttce 
of  it.]  Even  if  it  were  an  agreement,  it  is  not  of  the  value  of  20/. :  the 
amount  of  the  call  was  only  11/.  5f.  Latham  v.  Bxdky^  R.  &  M.  13; 
Chadmck  v.  SiUs,  R.  &  M.  15. 

The  time  at  which  Richardson  bought  in  other  shares  was  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  defendant's  fault. 

Channellj  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Mherton^)  in  support  of  the  rule. 
Child  V.  Morley  shows  that  money  paid  will  not  lie,  unless  it  be  clearly 
made  out  that  the  broker  incurred  the  legal  responsibility  of  a  surety. 
[Maule,  J.  The  eflfect  of  the  rule  of  the  Hull  stock-exchange,  supposing 
It  to  be  incorporated  with  the  contract,  is,  to  make  the  broker  a  surety  for 
his  principal.]  That  rule  only  applies  as  amongst  the  members  of  the 
association :  the  defendant  is  not  to  be  affected  by  any  liability  the  plain- 
tiff has  thus  voluntarily  contracted.  None  of  the  correspondence  between 
*2921  ^^  ^parties  shows  this  rule  to  have  been  brought  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  defendant  either  at  or  after  tfie  making  the  contract. 
[Maule,  J.  The  letter  of  the  11th  August  gives  the  defendant  notice 
that  the  plaintiff  has  sold  the  shares  upon  such  terms  as  to  entitle  the 
purchaser  to  call  on  him  personally  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract.  It 
is  mentioned  as  a  matter  that  concerns  the  defendant ;  and  he  does  not 
repudiate  it.]  The  act  of  parliament  incorporating  the  company  requires 
the  transfer  of  registered  shares  to  be  hy  deed:  and  it  appears  from  the 
correspondence  that  this  was  a  sale  of  registered  shares.  The  defendant, 
therefore,  could  only  be  chai^d  with  a  breach  of  his  contract,  upon  bis 
refusal  to  transfer  the  shares,  upon  payment  of  the  stipulated  price,  and  a 
tender  of  a  transfer  deed  for  execution :  Stephens  v.  De  Medina.  [Maule,  J. 
Was  the  plaintiff  bound  to  wait  until  Richardson,  the  purchaser,  had  pre- 
pared himself  with  a  transfer,  any  more  than  he  was  bound  to  wait  until 
an  action  had  been  commenced  against  him  ?]  It  may  be  conceded  that 
he  was  not  bound  to  wait  for  a  writ :  but  the  liability  of  the  defendant 
could  not  arise  until  his  refusal  to  execute  a  transfer. 

The  agreement  of  the  Ist  of  September  ought  to  have  been  stamped. 
It  relates  to  a  subject-matter  exceedbgthe  value  of  20/.  It  is  not  a  mere 
agreement  to  pay  the  call,  but  also  to  transfer  the  shares.  [Coltman,  J* 
Is  this  a  memorandum  upon  which  either  Richardsoaor  the  plaintiff  cotiU 

(a)  Vide  ant^  p.  391. 
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have  maintained  an  action  ?]  Richardson  clearly  might.  And  if,  by  virtue 
of  the  rule  of  the  Hull  stock-exchange,  the  plaintiff  became  a  principal, 
as  between  the  purchaser  and  himself,  it  enures  as  an  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant ;  it  being  evidence  upon  which  the  former 
^could  rely  as  an  agreement  by  the  latter  to  transfer  the  shares  to  r«ooo 
the  purchaser.  [Maule,  J.  The  stamp  act  imposes  the  duty 
where  the  performance  of  the  agreement  is  of  a  certain  value  exceeding 
20/.]  The  performance  of  this  agreement  is  of  a  value  exceeding  20/. : 
the  agreed  price  of  the  shares,  exclusive  of  the  call,  being  23/.  15^. 
[Maul.e,  J.  It  is  not  an  agreement  for,  or  even  relating  to,  the  sale  of  the 
shares  :  but,  the  shares  having  already  been  agreed  to  be  sold,  it  is  an  en- 
gagement by  the  defendant  that  he  will  pay  csdls  fi>r  which  he  is  already 
liable,  with  something  else  which  is  idle.]  Cur,  adv,  vuU. 

TiKDAL,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
la  order  to  maintain  this  action  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  tkedefeBd- 
ant  at  his  request,  it  was  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  should  prove  either 
an  actual  request  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or  that  the  money  was  paid 
in  discharge  of  some  liability  which  the  plaintiff  had  taken  upon  himself 
by  the  defendant's  authority.     No  evidence  was  given  of  any  actueU 
request :  it  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  plaintiff  paid  to 
discharge  some  legal  liability,  and  whether  he  incurred  that  liability  by  the 
defendant's  authority.    The  precise  nature  of  the  contract  which  he  entered 
into  was  not  proved ;  but  the  evidence  given  by  Richardson,  on  cross- 
examination,  tends  to  show  that  the  contract  was  for  Registered  shares.    He 
says :  ^*  The  shares  were  in  for  registration  at  the  time  I  purchased.    It  was 
understood,  at  the  time  of  the  bargain,  between  the  plaintiff  and  me,  that 
the  shares  were  then  being  registered."    If  the  contract  was  for  unreg^ 
tered  shares,  it  may  be  collected  from  the  correspondence  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  authorize  the  plaintiff  to  make  such  a  contract ;  and,  if  he  did 
make  it,  and  thereby  incurred  a  liability  to  *have  shares  bought    fooA 
in  against  him,  he  cannot  charge  the  defendant  with  the  loss 
sustained.     See  the  letters  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  of  the  llth 
of  August,  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  of  the  15th  of  August,  and 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  of  the  16th  of  August. 

Again,  whatever  was  the  form  of  the  contract  j  it  must  be  taken,  against 
the  plaintiff,  that  the  purchaser  agreed  that  it  should  be  treated  as  a  con^ 
tract  for  registered  shares ;  for,  in  answer  to  the  defendant's  letter  of  the  . 
23d  of  August,  inquiring  whether  the  contract  was  to  be  treated  as  void, 
the  plaintiff  answered,  on  the  27th,  that  Richardson  would  pay  the  contract 
price,  and  the  amount  of  the  call  which  had  then  been  made,  and  which 
it  would  be  necessary  to  pay  in  order  to  have  a  transfer  of  the  shares,  after 
registration.  The  defendant  thereupon  paid  the  call,  and  then  nothing 
remained  to  be  done  but  the  execution  of  a  transfer,  which  Richardson 
ought  to  have  prepared  and  tendered  for  execution,  together  with  the  pur- 
chase-money ;  and,  until  he  did  so,  he  would  not  be  in  a  situation  to 
TOL.  in.  24  ^2 
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maintain  an  action  for  not  transferring  the  shares,  according  to  Stephens  y, 
De  Medina^  4  Q.  B.  422. 

No  evidence  was  given  of  any  further  communication  between  the  par- 
ties, until  the  15th  of  October,  when  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintiff 
saying,  that,  as  he  was  going  from  home,  he  had  placed  the  correspond- 
ence in  the  hands  of  his  attorney,  and  requesting  that  all  future  commu- 
nications might  be  made  to  him.  This,  it  was  said,  amounted  to  a  refusal 
to  complete  the  contract,  and  dispensed  with  the  tender  of  a  transfer:  but 
we  think  that  such  meaning  cannot  be  attributed  to  it.  And,  although 
the  plaintiiT,  by  paying  the  difference  when  the  shares  had  been  bought  in 
♦2951  ^y  Richardson,  as  *far  as  he  was  concerned,  waived  such  tender, 
we  think  he  clearly  had  no  authority  to  do  so  after  the  defendant's 
letter  expressly  desiring  him  not  to  pay  any  money  on  his  account. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  it  appears  to  us,  that,  if  the  contract  was  for 
unregistered  shares,  the  plaintiff  was  not  authorized  to  make  it ;  and,  if 
for  registered  shares,  Richardson,  not  having  tendered  a  transfer,  was  not 
in  a  situation  to  proceed  against  the  plaintiff;  and,  consequently,  that  the 
payment  by  him  was  in  his  own  wrong,  and  did  not  give  him  a  right  of 
action  against  the  defendant  for  money  paid  to  his  use.  The  rule  for 
entering  a  nonsuit  must,  therefore,  be  made  absolute.      Rule  absolute. 
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Where  a  rule  has  been  made  absolute  to  set  aside  a  yerdict  found  for  the  defendant,  and  ior 
a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  for  more  than  a  year  ftils 
to  pay  the  costs,  or  to  take  any  steps  towards  availing  himself  of  the  rule,  the  defendsnt 
cannot  move  to  discharge  it  without  previously  giving  a  term's  notice  of  his  intentioa  so 
to  do. 

An  ol^ection  that  such  a  notice  has  been  given  in  the  name  of  an  attorney,  other  than  the 
attorney  upon  the  record,  must  be  most  distinctly  pointed  out  An  affidavit  by  the  plam- 
tiff  and  lus  present  attorney,  (his  attorney  on  the  record  being  dead,  and  the  rule  having 
been  made  more  than  nine  years  ago,)  stating  <*  that  they  had  not,  nor  had  eitlier  of  them, 
ever  been  served  with  any  order  to  change  the  attorney,  nor  had  they,  or  either  of  them, 
ever  had  any  notice  or  intimation  that  any  other  party  had  been  appointed  attorney  for  the 
defendant  in  the  place  or  stead  of  the  attorney  upon  the  record,"  was  held  to  be  iiuoffi* 
cient 

A  RULE  for  a  new  trial,  obtained  at  the  plaintiff's  instance,  having,  in 
1837,  been  made  absolute,  on  payment  of  costs,(fl)  which  were  afterwards 
'  taxed  at  the  sum  of  102/.  4$.,  but  not  paid,  and  no  step  having  been  since 
*2961  ^^^^  ^y  ^^  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  on  the  *'31st  of  December, 
1845,  gave  a  term's  notice  of  his  intention  to  move  to  discharge 
that  rule.  The  notice  was  addressed  to  the  plaintiff,  to  John  Becke,  (suc- 
cessor to  Henry  Becke,  of  Northampton,  deceased,  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney,) and  to  George  Becke,  (late  agent  of  Henry  Becke,  deceased,  and 
also  agent  to  John  Becke,)  and  was  signed  by  Hall  and  Mourilyan,  «de« 
fendant's  agents." 

(a)  See  Lord  t.  IFordZr,  3  N.  C.  680, 4  Scott,  402 
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Channelly  Serjt.,  in  Easter  tenn  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  discharge 
the  rule  for  a  new  trial,  citing  Champion  y.  GriffithSy  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  319, 
and  Solly  y.  Longford^  13  M.  &  W.  151.  The  affidavits  upon  which  the 
rule  was  obtained  stated  that  the  notice  of  motion  had  been  served  upon 
Joho  Becke,  and  George  Becke,  and  also  upon  the  plaintiff  himself;  that 
the  Messrs.  Becke,  upon  application  made  to  them  respectively,  disclaimed 
to  act  as  attorneys  or  as  agents  for  the  plaintiff;  and  that  no  person  could 
be  found  who  was  now  acting  as  attorney  or  agent  for  the  plaintiff. 

Byks^  Serjt.,  (who  was  instructed  by  George  Becke,  as  agent  for  John 
Becke,)  now  showed  cause,  upon,  amongst  others,  an  affidavit  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  John  Becke,  stating  that  the  pleas  of  the  said  defendant  in  this 
action  were  pleaded  by  one  W.  B.  Bishop,  as  the  attorney  for  the  said 
defendant ;  that  the  nwtke  of  Bishop  appeared  on.  the  record  as  attorney 
for  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  deponents  had  not,  nor  had  either  of  them, 
ever  been  served  with  any  order  to  change  the  attorney,  nor  had  they  or 
either  of  them  ever  had  any  notice  or  intimation  that  any  other  party  had 
been  appointed  attorney  for  the  defendant  in  the  place  or  stead  of  Bishop, 
nor  did  they  or  either  of  them  know  who  *was  the  attorney  for  r«297 
the  defendant,  otherwise  than  by  the  fact  of  the  notice  of  motion 
having  been  served  on  them  signed  by  "  Hall  &  Mourilyan,  defendant's 
agents,"  and  by  the  affidavit  of  N.  H.  Rowsell,  sworn  in  this  cause  on  the 
7th  of  May  instant,  in  which  he  described  himself  of  the  firm  of  «<  Hall, 
Mourilyan  &  Rowsell,  attorneys  for  the  above-named  defendant."  The 
learned  seijeant  submitted,  that  the  notice  of  motion  was  insufficient,  inas- 
much as  it  was  not  signed  by  the  attorney  upon  the  record,  and  there  had 
been  no  rule  or  order  to  change  the  attorney ;  and  that  the  lapse  of  time 
since  the  rule  was  made  absolute,  justified  the  plaintiff  in  availing  him- 
self of  any  technical  objection  to  defeat  the  present  motion. 

Charmellf  Serjt,  in  support  of  the  rule.     The  objection  is  one  of  the 

very  strictest ;  and  the  party  urging  it  is  bound  to  make  it  out  conclusively. 

This,  however,  he  has  failed  to  do ;  for,  the  affidavits  merely  state  that 

the  deponents  (the  plaintiff  and  John  Becke,)  have  not  been  served  with 

any  order  to  change  the  attorney,  nor  have  they  or  either  of  them  ever  had 

any  notice  or  intimation  that  any  other  party  had  been  appointed  attorney 

for  the  defendant  in  the  place  of  Bishop.   Jfon  constat  but  that  there  may 

have  been  a  change  of  attorneys,  of  which  Henry  Becke,  the  original 

attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  had  notice.   Besides,  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that 

a  term's  notice  is  necessary  at  all  afler  verdict.    In  May  v.  Wooding^ 

3  M.  &  S.  500,  Lord  Ellenbobough  says:  <<  The  reason  of  the  rule  (a)  is 

this,  that,  while  the  matter  is  still  in  controversy,  the  party  should,  after  so 

long  a  lapse  as  four  terms  without  any  proceedings,  have  notice,  that  he 

may  prepare  himself;  but,  when  the  matter  has  passed  in  rem  jttdicatam^ 

by  the  verdict,  *the  same  reason  does  not  apply.  The  rule  of  this    r«oQo 

court,  therefore,  relates  merely  to  interlocutory  stages  of  the  cause. 

(a)  C.  P,  E.  13  6.  2. 
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•No  instance  is  stated  where  it  has  been  carried  further,  and  tiiere  is  no 
analogy  to  aid  this  case."  [Tindal,  C.  J.  There  is  no  judgment  here : 
the  verdict  is  intercepted  ;  it  has  not  passed  in  remjudicatam.] 

ByleSj  Serjt.,  contrit,  Tiptaft  V.  Meeke^  8  J.  B.  Moore,  579,(a)  is  an 
express  authority  to  show  that  a  term's  notice  is  necessary,  before  an  ap- 
plication like  this  can  be  entertained.  The  plaintiff  has  negatived  the 
change  of  attorney  in  the  most  positive  and  distinct  manner  that  was  pos- 
sible. The  party  moving  should  be  prepared  to  show  that  be  is  in  a  pro> 
per  position  to  do  so. 

Tzm)AL,  C.  J.  This  is  an  objection  of  an  extremely  strict  nature ;  and 
I  think  the  party  urging  it  ought  to  make  it  out  very  clearly,  to  induce  r& 
\o  give  effect  to  it.  The  affidavits  filed  in  aiisWer  to  this  motion  do  not 
however  show,  m  dzstincftly  as  they  should  do,  that  the  attorneys  in  ^hose 
Bames  the  term's  notice  wte  given  were  not  duly  authorized  to  give  it 
The  rule  must,  therefore,  be  made  absolute. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  abi^olute. 

(a)  And  see  Ikacon  y.  Fuller,  1  C.  &  M.  349,  1  Bowl  P.  C.  675. 
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The  actaal  earning  of  freight  under  a  charter-party,  is  hot  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right 
of  the  ship-broker  to  his  oommission  for  procuring  the  execution  of  the  charter. 

A^  a  ship-broker,  procured  a  charter-party  to  be  made  between  B^  a  shipowner,  and  G^ 
under  which  the  owner  contracted  to  bring  home  a  cargo  of  guano,  and  the  mexchant 
agreed  to  pay  freight  at  the  rate  of  42.  15».  per  ton,  to  be  reduced  to  4L  12«.  6d  if  the  ship 
did  not  arrive  off  Cork  or  Fahnouth  on  or  before  a  given  day.  There  was  no  express  en- 
gagement on  the  part  of  C.  to  ship  a  cargo : — Htid,  tliat  A.  was  entitled  to  recover  frtmi  £, 
upon  a  quantum  meruit^  for  his  work  and  labour  in  procuring  the  charter  to  be  executed, 
Wi&out  showing  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  on  or  before  the  day  mentioned,  and  notwith- 
standing only  a  very  small  quantity  of  guano  had  been  shipped,  and  a  small  amount  of 
freight  actually  earned ;  that  the  amount  of  compensation  due  to  him  was  a  question  for 
the  jury ;  and  that,  in  estimating  such  compensation,  they  were  properly  guided  by  evi- 
dence of  what  was  customary  in  similar  cases. 

A  witness  called  for  the  plaintiff,  stated,  on  the  voir  dure,  that  he  had  introduced  the  owner  to 
the  broker;  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  negotiation,  and  had  no  claim  on  the  owner; 
but  that  he  expected,  pursuant  to  arrangement,  and  to  the  custom  amongst  broken,  to 
receive  half  the  amount  of  the  commission  the  plaintiff  might  recover  in  this  action>-' 
Sdd^  that  the  witness  was  not  a  necessary  or  proper  party  to  be  made  a  co-plaintifi^  nor 
a  person  «in  whose  immediate  or  individual  b^alT*  the  action  was  brought,  either  wholly 
or  in  part,  witliin  the  proviso  in  the  6  &  7  Vict.,c.  85,  and  consequenUy  that  he  was  miide 
a  competent  witness  by  that  statute. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  &c.,  by  the 
plaintiflf,  at  the  defendant's  request,  as  a  ship-broker,  in  and  about  caas- 
ing  and  procuring  certain  persons  trading  under  the  firm  of  Hills  &  AI' 
dridge  to  enter  into  a  charter-party  with  the  defendant,  for  the  use  and 
hire  of  a  vessel  called  the  West  Indian,  and  in  and  about  drawing,  ^^f 
divers  charter-parties  for  the  defendant^  and  for  commission  and  rewatd 
&c;    There  was  also  a  coui^  upon  ad  aecdiint  stated. 
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Ple9Sr— first,  except  as  to  4^.,  non  assumpsit — secondly^  iaa  to  that  sum, 
pajment  into  court. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  the  last  term.    It  appeared,  that,  on  the  2l8t  of  September,  1844, 
in  consequence  of  the  ^plaintiff's  introduction,  the  following  me**     r«qQA 
morandum  of  charter  was  entered  into  between  the  defendant 
and  Messrs.  Hills  &  Aldridge : — 

"It  is  agreed,  &c.,  that  the  ship  shall  proceed  direct  to  Icbaboe,  and 
there  load  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  guano,  by  the  ship's  boats  and 
tackle,  and  by  the  labour  of  the  crew,  not  exceeding  what  she  can  rea- 
sonably stow,  and  carry,  over,  and  above  her  taclde,  &c.,  and,  being  so 
loaded,  shall  therewith  proceed  to  Cork  or  Falmouth  for  orders,  which  are 
to  be  in  waiting  at  both  ports,  whether  to  discharge  there  or  at  a  safe  port 
ia  the  United  Kingdom,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she  may  safely  get,  and 
deliver  the  same  on  being  paid  frei^t  at  and  after  the  rate  of  4/.  Ids., 
British  sterling,  per  ton;  and  which  freight  the  said  merchants  bind  them- 
selves to  pay  for  every  ton  of  gpiano  so  delivered  at  the  port  of  discharge ; 
restraint  of  princes  and  rulers,  the  act  of  God,  the  queen's  enemies,  fire, 
aad  all  and  every  other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and 
navigation,  of  what  nature  and  kind  soever,  during  the  said  voyage, 
always  excepted :  the  freight  to  be  paid,  one-third  on  arrival  at  the  port 
of  discharge,  and  the  balance  by  an  approved  bill  on  London,  at  three 
months'  date:  And  it  is  further  agreed,  that,  should  the  ship  not  arrive 
off  Cork  or  Falmouth  on  or  before  the  30th  of  April,  1845,  the  rate  of 
freight  be  only  4/.  12s.  6d,  Penalty  for  non-performance  of  this  agree- 
ment, 2000/." 

Witnesses  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  proved,  that  the  commis- 
sion usually  paid  to  ship-brokers  for  procuring  charter-parties,  was  5  per 
ceat.  upon  the  amoutU  qfjreighi  ;  and  that^  upon  outward  freight,  the 
broker  was  entitled  to  his  commission  immediately:  and  it  was  attempted 
to  be  proved  that  the  commission  on  freight  of  homeward  cargoes  was 
payable  on  the  execution  of  the  charter-party ;  but  this  failed,  none  of 
the  witnesses  being  able  to  state  an  instance  of  a  ^memorandum  r«rQQ| 
in  this  particular  form.  On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  it  was 
insisted  that  the  commission  was  payable  only  upon  freight  actually 
earned. 

The  quantity  of  guano  procured  for  the  ship  was  so  small,  that,  assum- 
ing the  defendant's  view  to  be  well  founded,  the  sum  paid  into  court  was 
sqfficient  to  cover  the  plaintiff's  commission. 

It  did  not  distinctly  appear  when  the  vessel  arrived'  at  her  port  of  dis- 
charge; but  it  was.  assumed  that  she  had  arrived  some -time  before  the 
CQmmencement  of  the  action. 

A  witness  n^uned  Gramond  was  objected  to  as  incompetent  on  the- 
gipund  of  interest    He  stated,  on  the  mr  cftre,  that,  the  defendant  hav- 
^g  applied  to  him  to  procure  freight  for  his. vessel,  he  applied  to  thev 
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plaintiflT;  that  he  afterwards  introduced  the  plaintiff  to  tlie  defendant; 
that  the  negotiation  between  them  took  place  at  his,  Craroond's,  office, 
but  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  that  he  had  no  claim  against  the 
defendant,  but  should  receive  half  the  commission  from  the  plaintiff,  if  he 
recovered,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  to  that  efiect,  and 
the  custom  amongst  brokers.  His  lordship  thought  the  witness  compe- 
tent, under  Lord  Denman's  act,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  and  according!/  ad- 
mitted his  testimony. 

It  was  then  objected  that  there  was  no  proof  that  the  plaintiff  was 
licensed  as  a  broker  pursuant  to  the  statute  ;(a)  it  being  insisted  that  the 
character  in  which  the  plaintiff  declared  was  in  issue  under  non  assump- 
sit. His  lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  payment  of  money  into  coait 
disposed  of  that  point. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  his  lordship  was  called  upon  to 
*3021  ^^^^^^  ^  nonsuit,  on  the  grounds,  that  ^Cramond  should  have  been 
a  co-plaintiff;  that  the  right  to  commission  only  arose  upon 
freight  actually  earned ;  and  that,  as  the  amount  of  freight  to  be  earned 
depended  on  the  quantity  of  cargo  brought  home,  as  well  as  upon  the 
period  of  the  ship's  arrival  at  her  port  of  discharge,  no  action  could  be 
maintained  until  that  was  ascertained. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  115/.  152^. ;  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  either  of  the  above  objections  was  well  founded. 

Mannings  Serjt,  accordingly,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit,  upon  the  points  reserved ;  or  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  Cramond's  evidence  was  improperly  received,  and  that 
the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

KinglakSf  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  M.  Smithy)  showed  cause.  Cra- 
mond  was  no  party  to  the  contract  with  the  defendants,  and  therefore  was 
not  entitled  to  sue,  either  solely  or  jointly  with  Hill.  The  negotiation  for 
the  charter-party  was  conducted  by  Hill,  and  Hill  was  the  only  person 
entitled  to  the  commission :  Burnett  v.  Bouch^  9  C.  &  P.  6SN9.  The 
other  ground — of  incompetency,  viz.  that  Cramond  had  an  interest  in  the 
event  of  the  suit,  inasmuch  as  he  expected  to  receive  half  the  commission 
that  might  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff— is  removed  by  the  6  &  7  Vict. 
c.  85,  the  first  section  of  which  enacts,  «<  that  no  person  offered  as  a  wit- 
ness shall  hereafter  be  excluded  by  reason  of  incapacity  fit)m  crime  or 
interest  from  giving  evidence,  either  in  person  or  by  deposition,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  court,  on  the  trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or  of  any 
matter  or  question,  or  on  any  inquiry  arising  in  any  suit,  action  or  pro- 
^oAQ-i  *ceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  in  any  court,  or  before  any  judge, 
jury,  sheriff,  coroner,  magistrate,  officer,  or  person  having,  hy 
law,  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine 

a)  57  O.  3, 0.  Ix.     A  8hip4>Toker  U  not  a  ^broker''  within  this  act    Oihbom  t.  M 
h.  301, 13  J.  E  Moore,  530. 
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eyidence ;  but  tbat  every  person  so  ofiered  may  and  shall  be  admitted  to 
give  evidence  on  oath,  or  solemn  affirmation  in  those  cases  wherein 
affirmation  is  by  law  receivable,  notwithstanding  that  such  person  may  or 
shall  have  an  interest  in  the  matter  in  question,  or  in  the  event  of  the  trial 
of  any  issue,  matter,  question,  or  inquiry,  or  of  the  suit,  action,  or  pro- 
ceeding in  which  he  is  offered  as  a  witness,  and  notwithstanding  that 
such  person  ofiered  as  a  witness  may  have  been  previously  convicted  of 
any  crime  or  ofience."  This  is  precisely  one  of  the  cases  the  statute  in- 
tended to  meet ;  and  does  not  fall  within  any  of  the  exceptions  in  the 
subsequent  proviso,  which  declares  that  the  act  «<  shall  not  render  compe- 
tent any  party  to  any  suit^  action,  or  proceeding,  inditnduaUy  named  in 
the  record^  or  any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff*,  or  tenant  of  premises  sought  to 
be  recovered  in  ejectment,  or  the  landlord  or  other  person  in  whose  right 
any  defendant  in  replevin  may  make  cognisance,  or  any  person  in  whose 
immediate  or  individual  behalf  any  action  may  be  brought  or  tlefendedy 
either  wholly  or  in  part^  or  the  husband  or  wife  of  such  person  respect- 
ively," &c.  Cramond  is  not,  and  could  not  be,  a  party  to  the  suit  indi- 
vidually named  in  the  record,  nor  is  he  a  person  in  whose  immediate  or 
individual  behalf  the  action  is  brought,  either  wholly  or  in  part.  This  is 
not  like  the  case  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust.  In  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair^ 
13  M.  &  W.  640,  it  was  held  that  a  prochein  amy^  though  named  in  the 
record,  is  not  <(  a  party  to  the  suit^'  within  the  statute,  and  that  any  inte- 
rest he  may  have,  or  any  liability  that  may  attach  to  him  in  respect  of 
*costs,  is  no  longer  a  ground  of  objection  to  his  competency  ab  a  rmoQA 
witness. 

The  plaintifi*was  clearly  entitled  to  the  customary  commission  of  5  per 
£ent.  on  the  stipulated  freight,  as  soon  as  the  charter-party  was  executed : 
Broad  v.  Thomas,  4  C.  &  P.  338,  7  Bingh.  99,  4  M.  &  P.  732 ;  Bead  v. 
Rann,  10  B.  &  C.  438.  There  is  no  ground  for  the  suggestion  that  the 
payment  of  the  broker's  commission  is  conditional  upon  the  actual  earning 
of  freight  by  the  ship,  or  that  the  right  does  not  attach  until  her  arrival  at 
her  port  of  discharge. 

Mannings  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Warren^)  in  support  of  the  rule. 
There  could  not  have  been,  under  this  charter-party,  any  adjustment  of 
the  amount  of  freight  until  the  arrival  of  the  West  Indian  at  her  port  of 
discharge,  or  until  the  30th  of  April,  1845,  had  passed.  It  was  uncer- 
tain what  quantity  of  guano  would  be  brought  home,  the  merchants  not 
binding  themselves  to  ship  any ;  and  it  was  uncertain  whether  the  freight 
should  be  at  the  rate  of  41.  Ids.  per  ton,  or  41.  I2s.  6d.  Consequently,  the 
amount  of  commission  remains  in  dubio^  and  no  such  promise  as  that  alleged 
in  the  declaration  can  be  implied  by  law.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  The  plaintifl^ 
at  all  events,  may  claim  commission  on  the  lower  amount  of  stipulated 
freight  All  the  witnesses  agreed  that  the  brdcer  is  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sion upon  the  execution  of  the  charter-party.]  There  were  only  two 
distinct  instances  proved  of  the  payment  at  the  outset,  of  commission  upon 
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homeward  freight;  and  one  of  them  was  a  case  where  the  parties  had  an 
account  between  them,  and  it  was  settled  voluntarily ;  the  other  was  a  case 
Mibete  the  broker  was  also  agent  for  the  ship,  and  so  was  enabled  to  com- 
*3051  P^'  ^  premature  ^payment  of  the  commission.  [Maitle,  J.  Do 
you  mean  to  contend,  that,  if  the  vessel  had  been  lost  on  her 
homeward  voyage,  no  commission  would  have  been  payable,  because 
freight  was  not  actually  earned  ?]  That  would  depend  upon  the  terms 
of  the  charter-party.  [Maule,  J.  Assume  a  charter-party  in  the  ordi- 
nary form — which  would  not  entitle  the  owner  to  freight  unless  earned,] 
Prolmbly  that  could  not  successfully  be  contended.  It  never  could  have 
been  the  intention  of  these  parties,  that  the  customary  freight  spoken  of 
by  the  witnesses  shoidd  be  payable  absolutely,  upon  a  charter-party 
framed  like  this.  And  there  was  no  evidence  whatever  to  support  a 
quanhim  rneruit. 

Cramond,  the  witness,  was  the  party  originally  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant. Either  the  action  should  have  been  brought  by  Cramond  alone, 
or  he  should  have  sued  jointly  with  Hill.  By  the  custom  of  the  trade  it 
appears,  that,  where  one  broker  procures  the  ship,  and  another  the  mer- 
chant, they  divide  the  commission  between  them.  And  here  the  witness 
stated,  on  the  wnr  dire^  that  he  was  to  have  his  share  only  in  the  event  of 
the  plaintiff  succeeding  in  this  action.  He  is,  therefore, — precisely  within 
the  terms  of  the  proviso  in  Lord  Denman's  act, — a  person  in  whose  im- 
mediate and  individual  behalf  the  action  is  brought  in  part ;  he  is  conse- 
quently disqualified  from  giving  evidence  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
The  case  of  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair  is  quite  beside  the  present :  a  prockdn 
amy.  has  no  personal  interest ;  he  is  appointed  by  the  court  merely  to 
watch  over  the  interests  of  the  infant. 

The  verdict  was  clearly  against  the  evidence ;  for,  though  the  witnesses 
who  were  called  to  prove  the  custom  stated  upon  their  examination  in 
chief  that  the  commission  was  payable  on  the  execution  of  the  charter- 
party^  it  turned  out,  upon  cross-examination,  that  the  universal  practice 

*^Q61  ^^^  ^^^°  ^^  P^y  commission  on  freight  *outwards  at  once,  but  to 
pay  commission  on  homeward  freight  after  the  arrival  of  the  ves- 
sel. [TiNDAL,  C.  J,  All  the  witnesses'  who  spoke  to  that,  stated  that 
the  delay  was  only  matter  of  courtesy.]  To  say  that  what  is  admitted  to 
be* matter  of  uniform  practice  is  not  matter  of  right,  but  of  courtesy,  is  to 
give  effect  to  the  wishes  of  the  witness  against  his  testimony.  At  ail 
events,  the  evidence  did  not  satisfactorily  establish  a  custom  to  pay  the 
broker's  commission  on  homeward  freight,  before  the  determination  c/ 
the  homeward  voyage. 

TmDAL,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  verdict  in  this  case  ought  cat 
to  be  disturbed.  With  respect  to  that  part  of  the  rule  which  prays  for  a 
nonsuit,  the  objection  is,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  by 
reason  of  uncertainty  as  to  the  amount  upon  which  the  commission  was 
to  be  calculated,  as  well  as  uncertainty  as  to  the  period  of  the  ship's  arri- 
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val.  The  plaintiff  brings  his  action  for  work  and  labour  as  a  ship-broker^ 
In  reality  the  action  is  brought  upon  a  quantum  meruit.  The  plaintifl 
claims  to  be  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  commission  that  is  usually 
paid  under  similar  circumstances.  In  proving  what  is  customary,  it  is 
not  to  be  expected  that  the  evidence  will  tally  in  all  the  instances :  there 
may  be  many  cases  in  which  the  terms  of  the  particular  charter-party  do 
not  precisely  accord  with  the  one  under  consideration.  The  general 
result  of  the  evidence  in  this  case  was,  that  the  broker  obtaining  a  charter 
is  entitled  to  a  commission  of  5  per  cent,  upon  the  stipulated  freight.  It 
is  difficult,  perhaps,  rigorously  to  apply  this  sort  of  evidence ;  but,  at  all 
events,  it  is  a  measure  for  the  guidance  of  the  jury  in  exercising  their 
discretion.  Then,  with  regard  to  the  uncertainty  as  to  the  amount  of 
freight : — it  is  admitted  that  the  broker's  right  to  commission  is  not  to 
depend  upon  the  fact  of  the  ship  earning  freight :  and  it  is  also  admitted 
that  the  broker's  claim  is  not  liable  'to  be  cut  down  by  the  loss  of  r*QQ7 
the  vessel,  or  by  her  failure  to  get  a  cargo.  If  so,  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover  cannot  depend  upon  a  nice  calculation  as  to  what  cargo* 
might  have  been  brought  home.  So,  also,  as  to  the  amount  of  freight  the 
owners  would  be  entitled  to  receive,  if  the  vessel  should  arrive  off  Cork  or 
Falmouth  on  or  before  the  30th  of  April,  1845.  The  plaintiff  would,  at 
ail  events,  be  entitled  to  commission  on  the  lesser  amount.  I  can  see  no 
legal  objection  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action ;  nor  do  I  perceive  any 
thing  unreasonable  in  the  allowance  of  5  per  cent.  There  was  no  evi« 
dence  called  to  prove  it  excessive :  in  truth  it  has  been  tried  again  and 
again,  and  allowed. 

Whether  or  not  Cramond  should  have  been  a  co-plaintiff,  depends  upon 
whether  there  was  any  privity  of  contract  between  him  and  the  defendants. 
He  stated,  upon  the  voir  dire^  that  he  had  no  claim  upon  the  defendant, 
but  expected  to  receive  half  the  amount  of  commission  from  the  plaintiff 
if  he  recovered.  There  clearly  was  no  ground  for  making  him  a  co<^ 
plaintiff. 

As  to  the  competency  of  Cramond, — that  depends  upon  whether  or  not 
he  comes  within  the  exception  in  Lord  Denman's  act,  which  provides 
"that  this  act  shall  not  render  competent  any  party  to  any  suit,  action, 
or  proceeding,  individually  named  in  the  record,  or  any  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  tenant  of  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in  ejectment  or  the 
landlord  or  other  person  in  whose  right  any  defendant  in  replevin  may 
make  cognisance,  or  any  person  in  whose  immediate  and  individual  be* 
half  any  action  may  be  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in  part, 
or  the  husband  or  wife  of  such  persons  respectively."  The  former 
part  of  the  proviso  is  free  from  diflSculty ;  the  interest  of  a  party  to  the  suit 
is  direct  and  immediate :  so,  the  tenant  in  ejectment  has  a  direct  and 
immediate  interest,  inasmuch  as  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  would  remove 
him  from  the  land :  •and  the  interest  of  the  landlord  or  other  per-  r»308 
Ma  in  who^e  right  a  defendant  in  replevin  makes  cognisance. 
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is.  equally  direct.  Then  comes  the  last  clause, — <<  or  any  person  in  wLose 
immediate  and  individual  behalf  any  action  may  be  brought  or  defended, 
either  v^holly  or  in  part."  That  would  seem  to  include  the  tenant  in 
ejectment,  and  the  landlord  in  replevin,  and  to  carry  the  exception  some- 
what further.  If  it  had  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  over  to  Cra- 
mond  a  moiety  of  the  commission,  then  I  should  have  said  that  Cramond 
was  a  person  in  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf  the  action  was  in 
part  brought.  But  that  is  not  so.  Cramond,  though  be  claims  a  moiety 
of  the  commission,  under  a  separate  and  distinct  agreement  with  the 
plaintiff,  has  no  right  to  lay  his  hand  upon  any  portion  of  the  money  to  be 
recovered  in  this  action.  And  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  he  vas 
any  party  to  the  bringing  of  the  action.  I  therefore  think  the  case  does 
not  fall  within  the  proviso  in  question,  and,  consequently,  that  the  ob- 
jection to  the  competency  of  the  witness  is  removed. 

As  to  the  last  ground  upon  which  the  rale  was  moved,  viz.  that  tbe 
verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  I  can  only  say,  that,  in  my 
opinion,  the  evidence  was  all  one  way,  and  that  there  is  no  pretence  \i^hat- 
ever  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is,  in  truth,  an  action 
for  work  and  labour  by  the  plaintiff  in  procuring  the  charter-party  to  be 
made.  Evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  tbe 
commission  was  payable  upon  the  execution  of  tbe  charter-party :  and  tbe 
contention  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was,  that  the  commission  on 
homeward  freight  was  not  earned  until  the  arrival  of  the  vessel.  Tbe 
amount  of  freight  might  depend  upon  the  quantity  of  guano  brought 

*S091  ^^^^ '  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  amount  of  ^Commission,  unless  it  can  be 
made  out  that  no  commission  on  freight  is  payable  unless  and  until 
freight  is  actually  earned:  and  that  is  not  pretended.  The  evidence  of 
custom,  therefore,  affords  reasonable  means  for  estimating  the  proper  rate 
of  commission. 

Cramond  clearly  could  not  have  sued,  either  alone,  or  jointly  with  Hill; 
for,  though  Cramond  was  applied  to  in  the  first  instance.  Hill  was  die 
party  employed  as  broker,  and  the  contract  was  made  with  him  alone. 

With  regard  to  Lord  Denman's  act,  it  is  material  to  observe  that  it 
distinguishes  between  parties  having  an  mterest  in  the  action,  and  parties 
in  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf  the  action  is  brought.  It  ap* 
pears  to  me,  that  the  party  *nn  whose  immediate  and  individual  bebaif 
the  action  is  brought,"  must  be  understood  to  mean,  the  party  who  causes 
tbe  action  to  be  brought ;  and  that  a  witness  is  not  brought  within  tbe 
proviso  by  merely  showing  that  he  has  an  interest  in  the  determination  of 
the  cause  in  a  particular  way. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
It  was  insisted,  on  the  pait  of  Uie  defendant,  that  dte  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  maintain  the  action,  his  right  to  commission  being  dependent 
upon  thesimoQi^  of  frdght  to  be  earned  on  the  homewavd  vojage;  aod> . 
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us  DO  homeward  freight  was  earned^  no  commission  was  payable.  This 
argument  is  based  upon  a  misapprehension  of  the  facts.  It  appears  that 
the  plaiDtifi*  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  procure  a  homeward  freight 
for  his  ship,  and  that  he  performed  that  work.  An  action  being  brought 
for  compensation,  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  lay  before  the  jury 
some  evidence  as  to  the  proper  amount  he  was  entitled  to  for  his  commis* 
sioD.  For  this  purpose  he  called  several  witnesses.  Upon  cross-exami* 
natioD,  some  of  these  witnesses  seemed  to  think  that  the  charter-party 
*in  this  case  was  not  precisely  in  the  terms  in  which  charter-parties  r^oin. 
are  ordinarily  framed.  It  does  not,  however,  follow,  that  there- 
fore  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  some  compensation  for  his  trouble  in 
procuring  its  execution.  It  is  said,  that  the  stipulated  payment  here  was 
not  properly  freight.  The  question,  however,  is  not  whether  this  is  in, 
strictness  freight — though  it  would  seem  from  the  case  ofDevattx  v.  VAmon^ 
5  N.  C.  519,  7  Scott,  507,  that  it  may  be  so  called — but  what  compensa- 
tion the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  receive  for  procuring  the  execution  of  this 
charter-party.  The  witnesses  showed  that  the  usual  and  reasonable  amount 
of  compensation  was  about  that  found  by  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  was 
clearly  entitled  to  something ;  and  I  think  the  jury  might  very  properly 
take  into  their  consideration  what  had  usually  been  done  in  similar  cases, 
though  the  terms  of  the  charter-parties  in  those  cases  may  have  differed 
from  those  of  the  present.  When  it  was  conceded  that  the  right  to  com- 
mission might  arise,  notwithstanding  no  freight  might  be  earned,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  loss  of  the  ship,  or  from  any  other  cause,  it  appeared  to 
me  that  there  was  an  end  of  the  argument.  If  the  broker's  right  to  com- 
mission were  to  depend  upon  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  and  the  quantity  of 
cargo,  he  would  be  pro  tanto  an  insurer,  not  only  against  perils  of  the  sea, 
but  also  against  the  chance  of  a  cai^o  not  being  put  on  board.  That 
shows  that  the  argument  that  would  make  the  payment  of  freight  contin- 
gent, has  no  foundation  in  reason  or  convenience. 

With  respect  to  the  admissibility  of  Cramond,  and  the  supposed  neces- 
sity for  making  him  a  party  to  the  action,  the  case  stands  thus :  The 
defendant,  having  a  ship  to  let,  Sisks  Cramond  to  procure  a  charter  for  him. 
Cramond  applies  to  Hill.  A  negotiation  takes  place  between  the  defend^- 
ant  and  Hill,  which  results  in  the  *Iatter  procuring  a  charter-party  p,qi  i 
to  be  executed  for  the  defendant.  It  appears  from  Cramond's  ^ 
statement,  that  he  is  to  receive  something  from  the  plaintiff  for  the  intro* 
daction.  This  action  is  brought  by  Hill  to  recover  the  cpmmission  usually 
paid  for  such  work  as  he  has  performed  for  the  defendant.  Cramond  was 
no  party  to  the  contract  with  the  defendant :  he,  therefore,  cx>uld  have  no 
right  to  sue  either  alone  or  jointly  with  Hill.  He  is  not  necessarily,  nor 
do  I  think  he  could  properly  be,  a  party  to  the  record.  It  is  contended,  . 
that,  though  not  a  party  to  the  record,  Cramond  is  within  the  proviso  in 
Lord  Desman's  act  The  general  scope  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  is,  to 
iBow  the  extanination  of  aU  persons^  notwithstanding  they  may  have  an 
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interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit.  The  meaning  of  the  proviso  is,  that 
no  person  who  is  the  formal  plaintiff  on  the  record,  shall  be  called  as 
a  witness,  nor  any  person  who,  though  not  the  formal  plaintiff,  is  yet 
substantially  so.  For  instance,  suppose  a  man  assigns  a  bond,  and 
sues  the  obligor  on  behalf  of  the  assignee,  the  latter  would  be  a  person  in 
whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf  the  action  was  brought,  and  there- 
fore not  an  admissible  witness.  Here,  Cramond  does  not  employ  Hill  to 
bring  the  action,  nor  is  it  brought  on  his  behalf.  It  may  be  that  Hill  may 
decline  to  pay  him  a  moiety  of  the  commission  when  he  has  recovered  it. 

I  also  think  the  verdict  was  quite  in  accordance  with  the  evidence. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  With  respect  to 
the  grounds  of  nonsuit  reserved,  I  have  nothing  to  add.  As  to  Cramond,  I 
think  he  clearly  is  not  a  party  contemplated  by  the  proviso  in  Lord  Denman's 
act.  The  action  is  brought  to  recover  commission  or  compensation  for 
effecting  a  charter-party  for  the  defendant.     The  party  who  performed  the 
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work  *was  Hill,  and  not  Cramond.     It  is  true,  Cramond  obtained 


the  job  for  Hill.  But,  whatever  understanding  there  may  have 
been  between  Hill  and  Cramond,  it  is  quite  clear,  that,  as  between  the 
parties  to  this  record,  the  work  was  done  by  Hill  on  his  own  account. 
Under  the  circumstances,  no  action  could  have*  been  maintained  against 
the  defendants,  either  by  Cramond  alone,  or  by  Hill  and  Cramond  jointly. 
The  fact  of  Cramond  hoping  to  get  a  moiety  of  the  sum  that  may  be  re- 
covered by  Hill,  does  not  make  this  an  action  brought  wholly  or  in  part 
on  his  immediate  and  individual  behalf.  Rule  discharged. 
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.A.  contracted  to  purchase  of  B.  the  goodwill,  &c.,  of  a  public-house.  On  the  back  ot  the 
agreement  was  the  following  memorandum,  written,  and  signed  by  C,  after  the  executioa 
of  the  agreement  by  A.  and  B.>— »'I  hereby  undertake  that  my  daughter,  B^  shaU  perfomi 
aU  the  covenants  and  conditions  named  in  the  annexed  agreement,  and  hold  and  consider 
myself  responsible  for  her."  The  whole  was  described  by  the  witness  as  having  been  one 
.entire  transaction.  In  an  action  against  C.  to  recover  back  the  deposit,  on  the  purchase 
going  off  by  the  default  of  the  vendor:— HcM,  that  the  agreement  and  endorsement  might 
be  looked  at  together  for  the  purpose  of  making  out  a  consideration  for  the  defendant'^ 
promise. 

Assumpsit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  lOth 
of  October,  1845,  by  a  certain  agreement  then  made  by  one  Amelia 
Showier,  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant,  the  said  Amelia  Showier,  in 
consideration  of  30/.  by  the  plaintiff,  to  wut,  on,  &c.  aforesaid,  paid  to  the 
said  Amelia  Showier,  and  in  the  said  agreement  stated  and  alleged  to  have 
been  paid  as  a  deposit,  upon  the  execution  of  that  agreement,  in  part  of 
the  consideration  money  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  goodwill,  furniture, 
fixtures,  effects,  and  stock  in  trade,  in  manner  in  the  said  agreement 
4,o«  Q-1    sifter  mentioned,  agreed  to  sell  and  transfer  to  the  plaintiff  her 

'    ^    interest  *in  the  house  and  premises  in  the  said  agreement,  alleged 
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to  be  known  by  the  sign  of  the  White  Bear,  Upper  Fore  street,  in  the 
parish  of  Lambeth,  and  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  at  and  for  the  sum  of 
15(M.,  conditionally,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  accepted  as  tenant 
by  the  landlord,  upon  the  same  terms  that  Amelia  Showier  then  occupied 
the  same,  the  deposit  money  then  paid  should  be  forthwith  returned,  and 
that  agreement  cancelled ;  that  the  said  Amelia  Showier,  by  th^  said 
agreement,  further  agreed  to  sell  the  said  goodwill,  and  all  the  household 
furniture,  fixtures,  and  effects,  that  she  should  have  a  right  to  sell  in  and 
upon  the  said  premises,  at  and  for  the  sum  of  150/. ;  also  the  stock,  not 
exceeding,  in  porter,  three  butts,  ale,  six  barrels,  and  foreign  and  British 
spirits,  cordials,  and  compounds,  35/.,  at  trade  prices,  in  the  usual  man* 
ner;  that  the  plaintiff,  by  the  said  agreement,  agreed  to  purchase  the  said 
goodwill,  goods,  fixtures,  utensils,  and  stock  in  trade,  in  manner  before 
described,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  on  taking  possession,  whkh  it  was  by 
the  agreement  declared  should  he  on  or  prior  to  the  2Qth  of  October ^  1845 ; 
that  the  said  Amelia  Showier,  by  the  said  agreement,  further  agreed  that  she 
would  sign  and  deliver  the  notices,  according  to  act  of  parliament,  of  her 
intention  to  quit  the  said  premises,  to  the  constable  and  overseer  of  the 
parish,  and  would  also  assign  good  and  sufficient  licenses  for  carrying  on 
the  trade  of  a  licensed  victualler,  on  being  paid  for  the  unexpired  time 
therein,  to  pay  and  clear  all  rent  and  taxes  due  to  the  time  of  giving  posses* 
sion  as  before  described;  and,  further,  that  the  said  Amelia  Showier  should 
bot  be  in  any  manner  concerned  in  carrying  on  the  trade  of  a  licensed 
.victualler,  or  retailer  of  beer,  within  half  a  mile  of  the  prembes  above 
named,  during  the  time  the  same  was  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  or  his  wife, 
being  a  widow;  and  it  was  by  the  said  agreement  declared,  that,  for  the 
due  performance  *of  that  agreement,  each  of  them,  the  said  Amelia  t^^i^ 
Showier  and  the  plaintiff,  bound  himself,  his  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, to  the  other  of  them,  in  the  sum  of  50/.,  which  was  in  the 
said  agreement  alleged  to  be  the  amount  of  liquidated  damages  ascertained 
and  fixed  on  breach  thereof;  and  that,  by  the  said  agreement,  the  defend- 
ant undertook  that  his  daughter,  the  said  Amelia  Showier,  should  perform 
all  the  covenants  and  conditions  named  in  the  said  agreement,  and  thereby 
declared  that  he  held  and  considered  himself  responsible  for  her :  Mutual 
promises:  Averment,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  agreement  and 
promises,  and  before  the  said  Amelia  Showier  had  completed  the  sale,  or 
the  plaintiff  had  completed  the  purchase,  according  to  the  agreement  in 
that  behalf,  or  otherwise,  of  the  said  goodwill,  household  furniture,  fix- 
tures, and  effects,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  or  of  the  premises  by  the  said 
agreement  agreed  to  be  sold,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  and  before  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  of  October,  1845,  aforesaid, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  accepted  as  tenant  of  the  premises  in  the  agreement 
in  that  behalf  mentioned,  by  the  said  landlord,  to  wit,  by  one  Chatfield, 
being,  and  who  then  was,  die  landlord  in  the  agreement  mentioned,  upon 
the  terms  in  the  agreement  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  to  wit,  the  terms 
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upon  which  the  said  Amelia  Showier  occupied  the  same  as  aforesaid ;  and 
that  the  said  landlord,  to  wit,  the  said  Chatfield,  then  wholly  refused  to 
accept  the  plaintiff  as  such  tenant  as  aforesaid  upon  the  same  terms,— 
whereof,  the  said  Amelia  Showier,  and  also  the  defendant,  afterwards,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  had  notice ;  and 
the  said  Amelia  Showier  was  then  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  return  and 
repay  to  him  the  said  deposit  money,  to  wit,  the  said  sum  of  30/.,  so  paid 
to  her  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  agreement  in  that  behalf;  yet  the 
*3151  ^^'^  Amelia  Showier  did  not  nor  would,  *when  she  was  requested 
as  aforesaid,  or  at  any  other  time,  return  or  pay  to  the  plaintiflTthe 
said  deposit  money,  to  wit,  the  said  30/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  wholly 
refused  and  neglected  so  to  do,  and  therein  failed  and  made  default ;  and 
the  said  Amelia  Showier  had  not  at  any  time  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said 
sum  of  50/.  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof,  although 
she  was  afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on, 
&c.,  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  same, — of  all  which  said 
several  facts,  matters,  and  premises,  the  defendant  afterwards,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  had  notice :  Breach,  that 
the  defendant,  disregarding  the  said  agreement,  and  his  said  promise,  had 
not  at  any  time  held  himself  responsible,  or  been  responsible,  to  the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  performance  by  the  said  Amelia  Showier  of  the  said  agreeooent, 
or  for  the  payment  by  her,  according  to  the  said  agreement  in  that  behalf, 
of  the  said  sums  of  30/.  and  50/.,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  had  not  at  any  time  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  deposit  money,  to 
wit,  the  said  30/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the  said  50/.,  or  any  part  thereof, 
tilthough  she  was  afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  requested  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do ;  and  that  the  last- 
mentioned  two  sums  of  money  were  still  wholly  unreturned  and  unpaid 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  wholly  unsatisfied  and  undischarged,  contrary  to  the 
form  and  effect  of  the  said  agreement.  • 

There  was  also  a  count  for  money  had  and  received,  and  a  count  for 
money  found  due  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded — first,  non  assumpsit,  to  the  whole  declaration 
— secondly,  to  the  first  count,  that  it  never  was  agreed  by  and  between  the 
said  Amelia  Showier  and  the  plaintiff,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
*3161  'declaration  alleged ;  concluding  to  the  country — thirdly,  to  the 
first  count,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  agreement  and  the  pro- 
'  mise  of  the  defendant  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  before  any  breach 
of  the  said  agreement,  or  of  the  said  promise,  and  before  a  reasonable 
time  had  elapsed  for  procuring  the  landlord  of  the  said  house  and  pre- 
mises to  accept  the  plaintiff  as  tenant  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1845,  he  the  plaintiff  refused  to  purchase  the  said  goodwill,  fixtures, 
goods,  utensils,  and  stock,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  to  pay  for  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof,  or  to  become  tenant  of  the  said  house  and  premises,  or 
to  accept  or  take  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof;  verification. 
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The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  tbe  first  two  pleas,  end  replied  de  injuria 
to  the  last. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Erli^  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster  after 
the  last  term.    The  plaintiff  put  in  an  agreement,  with  two  memoranda 
endorsed  thereon,  and  bearing  three  several  agreement  stamps,  as  follows: 
« An  agreement  made  and  entered  into  this  10th  of  October,  1845, 
between  Miss  Amelia  Showier,  of  the  White  Bear,  Upper  Fore  street, 
Lambeth,  of  the  one  part,  and  James  Coldham,  of  the  other  part,  as  fol- 
lows :  viz.  the  said  Amelia  Showier,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  80/. 
paid  as  a  deposit  upon  the  execution  of  this  agreement-r-part  of  the  con- 
sideration money  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  goodwill,  furniture,  fixtures, 
effects,  and  stock  in  trade,  in  manner  hereafter  mentioned — agrees  to  sell 
and  transfer  to  the  said  James  Coldham  her  interest  in  the  house  and  pre* 
mises  known  by  the  agn  of  the  White  Bear,  Upper  Fore  street,  in  tbe 
parish  of  Lambeth,  and  county  of  Surrey,  at  and  for  the  sum  of  150/., 
conditionally,  that,  if  the  said  James  Coldham  is  not  accepted  as  tenant, 
by  the  landlord,  upon  the  same  terms  that  the  said  Amelia  SSiowler  now 
occupies  the  *same,  the  deposit  money  now  paid  shall  be  forth*     r»qi7 
with  returned,  and  this  agreement  cancelled ;  and  the  said  Ame- 
lia Showier  hereby  further  agrees  to  sell  the  said  goodwill,  and  all  the 
household  furniture,  fixtures,  and  effects  that  she  shall  have  a  right  to  sell, 
in  and  upon  the  said  premises,  at  and  for  the  sum  of  150/. ;  also  the  stock, 
not  exceeding,  in  porter,  three  butts,  ale,  six  barrels,  and  foreign  and 
Br&ish  spirits,  cordials,  and  compounds,  35/.,  at  trade  prices,  in  the  usual 
manner :  and  the  said  James  Coldham  agrees  to  purchase  the  said  good- 
will, goods,  fixtures,  utensils,  and  stock  in  trade,  in  manner  before 
described,  and  to  pay  for  the  same  on  taking  possession,  which  shall  be  on 
or  prior  to  the  20th  day  of  October ^  1845 :  and  the  said  Amdia  Showier 
fiirther  agrees,  that  she  will  sign  and  deliver  the  notices,  according  to  the 
act  of  parliament,  of  her  intention  to  quit  the  said  premises,  to  the  con- 
stable and  overseer  of  the  parish,  and  will  also  assign  good  and  sufficient 
licenses  for  carrying  on  the  trade  of  a  licensed  victualler,  on  being  paid 
for  the  unexpired  time  therein ;  to  pay  and  clear  all  rent  and  taxes  due 
to  the  time  of  giving  possession  as  before  described ;  and,  further,  that  the 
said  Amelia  Showier  shall  not  be  in  any  manner  concerned  in  carrying  on 
the  trade  of  a  licensed  victualler,  or  retailer  of  beer,  within  the  distance 
of  half  a  mile  of  the  premises  above  named,  during  the  time  the  same  is 
occupied  by  the  said  James  Coldham,  or  his  wife,  being  a  widow :  And, 
for  the  due  performance  of  this  agreement,  each  of  the  said  parties  bind- 
eth  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  to  the  other  of  them,  in  the 
sum  of  50/.,  being  the  amount  of  liquidated  damages  ascertained  and 
fixed  in  breach  thereof.     In  witness  whereof  the  said  parties  have  here- 
nato  set  their  hands,  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

(Signed)  ((Amelia  Showler. 

<<  Witness,  W.  S.  Cafe."  «  Jamcs  Coldbak.'* 
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♦<iiRl         *T^^^  memoraada  endorsed  on  the  above  agreement  were  as  fi>l 
low : — 

« I  hereby  undertake  that  my  daughter,  Amelia  Showier,  shall  perform 
all  the  covenants  and  conditions  named  in  the  annexed  agreement^  and 
hold  and  consider  myself  responsible  for  her.  Dated,  this  10th  day  of 
October,  1845.  (Signed)  ((James  Showleb." 

«  Witness,  W.  S.  Cafe." 

(( I,  James  Coldham,  promise  to  pay  a  further  deposit  of  30/.  on  the 
13th  instant,  or  this  agreement  to  be  null  and  void.  Dated,  this  10th  day 
of  October,  1845.    And  the  said  5/.  now  paid  to  be  forfeited. 

(Signed)  <«  James  Coldham." 

"Witness,  W.S.  Cafe.'' 

Amelia  Showletr,  the  daughter  of  the  defendant,  was  tenant  of  the  White 
Bear  public-house,  the  licenses  for  which  were  taken  out  in  her  name. 
On  the  10th  of  October,  1845,  she  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  sell  to  him 
the  goodwill,  &c.,  of  the  house,  upon  the  terms  contained  in  the  memo- 
randum first  above  set  out.  After  that  memorandum  was  signed  by  both 
parties,  but  at  the  same  meeting,  tlie  memorandum  signed  by  the  defend- 
ant was  written  at  the  back  thereof.  The  witness  who  proved  the  exe* 
cution  stated,  however,  that  the  whole  was  one  transaction. 

The  plaintiflf  paid  a  deposit  of  5/.  on  signing  the  agreement.  The  fur- 
ther deposit  of  30/.  not  being  paid  until  after  the  day  stipulated,  the  forfei- 
ture of  the  5/.  was  insisted  upon  and  submitted  to  by  the  plaintifl*. 

The  parties  met  on  the  20th  of  October  to  complete  the  agreement ;  but, 
in  consequence  of  the  non-attendance  of  the  person  who  was  to  examine 
the  stock,  nothing  was  then  done;  and  it  was  verbally  agreed  that 
*3191  *^^^  matter  should  stand  over  until  the  following  day.  They 
accordingly  again  met  on  the  21st,  when,  the  landlord  declining 
to  accept  the  plaintiff  as  his  tenant,  the  plaintiff  refused  to  complete  the 
purchase,  and  claimed  to  have  the  deposit  returned. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted,  that  the  memorandum 
signed  by  the  defendant  was  a  mere  collateral  undertaking,  within  the 
fourth  section  of  the  statutb  of  frauds,  and  void  for  want  of  a  considera- 
tion expressed  on  the  face  of  it ;  and  that  the  substitution  of  the  2l8t 
for  the  20th  of  October,  was  a  substantial  variation  of  the  agreement  by 
parol. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  the  objections,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiff  on  the  first  count,  damages  30/. 

Byles^  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  He  cited  Go$$  v.  Lord  JVttgerUf 
5  B.  &  Ad.  58,  2  N.  &  M.  28 ;  RippinghaU  v.  Lloyd,  5  B.  &  Ad.  742, 
2  N.  &  M.  410 ;  and  Marshall  v.  LynUj  6  M.  &  W.  109.  [Caesswell,  J., 
referred  to  SHowell  v.  Robinson,  3  N.  C.  928,  5  Scott,  196 ;  and  Stead  v. 
Dawber,  10  Ad.  &  £.  57,  2  P.  &  D.  447. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  BovUly)  now  showed  cause.    Taking 
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the  agreement  and  the  memorandum  endorsed  thereon  together,  the  whole 
of  which  formed  one  entire  transaction — Spittle  v.  Lavender ^  2  Brod.  &  B. 
452,  5  J.  B.  Moore,  270 — there  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
defendant's  promise.  The  principle  laid  down  and  acted  upon  in  Goss  w 
Lord  Jfugent^  and  the  other  cases  cited  on  the  motion,  is  altogether  inap 
plicable  here.  The  landlord's  consent  to  the  substitution  of  the  plaintiff 
as  tenant,  having  been  ^withheld,  the  defendant  and  his  daughter  r^qon 
were  not  prepared  to  complete  the  contract  on  the  20th  of  October. 
The  necessity  of  their  obtaining  such  consent  clearly  was  not  dispensed 
widi,  by  the  omission  to  pay  the  purchase-money  on  that  day. 

Byksy  Serjt.)  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  memorandum  signed  by  the 
defendant  was  a  separate  and  independent  agreement.  It  contains  no 
consideration  ;  and  none  can  be  imported  from  the  agreement  on  the  face 
of  the  paper.  In  Spittle  v.  Lavender^  the  defendant  expressly  signed  the 
contract  as  agent.  [Maule,  J.  The  circumstance  of  the  one  memorandum 
having  been  executed  before  the  other  was  written,  makes  no  difference, 
provided  the  whole  was  one  transaction.(a)]  The  plaintiff's  refusal  to 
complete  the  purchase,  entitled  Amelia  Showier  to  retain  the  deposit. 
[Maule,  J.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  deposit  was  forfeited,  when 
the  landlord  declined  to  accept  the  plaintiff  as  his  tenant.] 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  It  is  perfectly  indifferent  whether  the  signature  was  on 
one  side  of  the  paper  or  the  other :  the  whole  being  one  transaction,  the 
signature  of  the  defendant  applies  to  all  that  precedes  it. 

Per  curiam.  Rule  discharged. 

(a)  So  in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  goods  for  ready  money,  the  transaction  being  entire,  it  is  ira 
material  whether  the  payment  precedes,  occompaniesi,  or  follows  the  delivery ;  neither  does 
the  delivery  of  the  goods  create  a  dtbt  or  raise  an  impHed  ^iromue  to  pay  the  price;  nor  will 
the  receipt  of  the  money  supixirt  an  allegation  of  a  promise  to  deliver  tlie  paods,  Bimey  v. 
Bamett,  9  M.  &  W.  312,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  646.  But,  if  the  goods  be  taken  away  without  pay- 
ment, a  debt  is  created — a  promise  to  pay  the  price  on  demand  is  implied.  LUtkchild  v. 
Bahk$y  7  Q,  B.  730. 
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Upon  moving  for  a  rule  for  costs  under  the  statute,  43  G.  3,  c.  48,  s.  4,  in  an  action  upon  a 
judgment,  an  affidavit  showing  the  reason  for  adopting  that  course,  is  indispensable. 

The  plaintiff  having  obtained  judgment  upon  a  plea  ofnul  tiel  record 
in  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  judgment^ 

Byles,  Seijt.y  moved  for  costs,  under  the  statute  43  G.  3,  c.  46.(a)  He 
produced  no  affidavit :  but  he  relied  on  Hall  v.  Pierce^  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  603, 
Murph.  &  H.  83,  as  an  authority  to  show  that  the  court  will  award  costs 
against  the  defendant  where  he  has  put  a  false  plea  upon  the  record. 

(a)  Sect  4^  which  provides,  "  thatv  in  actions  on  judgments  recovered,  the  plaintiff  shall  not 
be  entitled  to  costs,  unless  by  the  order  of  the  court,  or  some  judge  thereof."     This  provision 
does  not  extend  to  actions  brought  to  recover  the  costs  awarded  upon  a  judgment  of  nonsuit 
Bmnttt  V.  Neale,  14  East,  343. 

VOL.  m.  26 
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Per  curiam.  The  rule  under  this  statute  is  a  rule  nisi  only ;  and  the 
plaintiflfis  not  entitled  even  to  that,  xieithont  an  affidavit  to  show  why,  instead 
of  bringing  an  action  of  debt,  he  has  not  issued  an  execution  upon  the  judg- 
ment already  obtained:  Fraser  Y.MoseSf  4  Scott,  Nevir  Rep.  749,  1  Dowl. 
N.  S.  705.  (a)  Byles  took  nothiDg.(i) 

(a)  And  see  Jmutrong  ▼.  FvOer,  1  Chitt  Rep.  190 ;  Wood  v.  SiUdo,  ib.  473. 
lb)  See  Gamwell  y.  Barker,  5  Taunt  264. 
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A  final  order,  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  96,  8»  22,  for  the  protection  of  an  inaoWent  from  being 
taken  or  detained  under  any  process  in  respect  of  a  debt  included  in  his  schedule,  cannot  be 
pleaded  in  bar;  such  order  being  a  merepermmal  protection,  and  that  statute  oootaining  no 
provision  equivalent  to  the  tenth  section  of  the  5  &  6  Vict  c.  116. 

Debt,  for  goods  sold,  for  work  and  labour,  and  for  money  found  due 
upon  an  account  stated. 

Second  plea,  as  to  17/.,  parcel,  &c.,  that  the  defendant,  being  a  trader 
within  the  statutes  in  force  relating  to  bankrupts,  but  owing  debts  amoant- 
ing  in  the  whole  to  less  than  300/.,  and  having  resided  for  twelve  calendar 
months  then  last  past  within  the  London  district  of  bankruptcy,  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  of  October,  1844,  duly, 
and  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made,  presented  a 
petition  for  protection  from  process  to  the  court  of  bankruptcy,  &c.,  (re* 
citing  it ;)  that  the  said  petition  then  had  annexed  thereto  a  full  and  true 
schedule  of  the  debts,  &c.,  and,  amongst  others,  the  said  sum  of  17/., 
parcel,  &c.,  was  stated  and  described  as  a  debt  in  the  said  schedule ;  that 
the  name  of  the  plaintiff  was  therein  described  as  a  creditor,  and  the  said 
petition  and  schedule  were  then  verified  by  an  affidavit,  then  duly  sworn 
to  by  the  defendant ;  that  the  said  petition  and  schedule,  with  the  said 
afiBdavit  annexed,  were  then  duly  filed  in  the  said  court ;  that  such  pro- 
ceedings were  thereupon  had  in  the  said  court  of  bankruptcy,  that  after* 
wards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  C.  Fane,  Esq.,  then  being  one  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  said  court  of  bankruptcy,  duly  authorized  in  that  behalf,  bj 
his  order  in  writing  under  his  hand,  made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  pe- 
tition, according  to  the  form  of  the  said  statutes, — after  reciting  that  the 
defendant  had  presented  his  petition  for  protection  firom  process  to  the 
said  court,  and  that  the  said  petition  had  been  duly  filed  in  court,  and 
*3231  ^^^^  ^^  defendant  had  duly  appeared  *and  been  examined  touch- 
ing his  debts,  estate,  and  effects,  and  that  it  appeared  to  the  said 
commissioner  that  the  defendant,  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  was  entitled  to  the  protection  of  his  person  from  being 
taken  or  detained  under  any  process  whatever,  in  respect  of  the  several 
debts  and  claims  thereinafter  mentioned, — a  final  order  was  thereby  made, 
to  pretext  the  person  of  the  defendant  from  being  taken  or  detained  und?r 
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BDy  process  whatever,  in  respect  of  the  sereral  debts  and  sams  of  money 
due  or  claimed  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  several  persons  named 
in  his  schedule  as  creditors,  &c.;  and  that  the  said  sum  of  17/.,  parcel, 
&c.,  and  every  part  thereof,  accrued  due  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  filing 
of  the  said  petition — verification. 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  demurred  generally.  The  point  stated  in  the 
margin  was — that  the  plea  afforded  no  answer  to  the  action,  the  order 
therein  set  forth  only  protecting  the  person  of  the  defendant  from  arrest 
or  detention  for  the  debts  therein  specified,  and  being  no  bar  to  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  them. 

Channelly  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  plea  is  founded 
upon  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96.  The  first  section  recites  that  it  is 
expedient  to  amend  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116.  The  second  section  gives 
the  form  of  petition  for  protection  from  process,  (a)  The  third  section 
provides  for  the  notice  to  be  given  by  the  commissioner  of  the  filing  of 
the  petition.  The  fourth  section  vests  the  property  of  the  petitioner  in 
the  assignee  or  assignees.  *The  sixth  section  states  who  may  r«qo4 
petition,  and  provides  that  «  every  such  petitioner  to  whom  an 
interim  order  for  protection  shall  have  been  given,  shall  not  only  be  pro- 
tected from  process,  as  provided  by  the  said  recited  act,(6)  but  also  from 
being  detained  in  prison  in  execution  upon  any  judgment  obtained  in  any 
action  for  the  recovery  of  any  debt  mentioned  in  his  schedule ;"  and, 
bebg  in  execution,  may  be  discharged  by  order  of  the  commissioner. 
By  the  twenty-second  section  it  is  enacted,  (<that  the  final  order  to  be 
made  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  as  amended  by  this  act,  shall 
protect  the  person  of  the  peHHoner  from  being  taken  or  detained  under 
any  process  whatever  in  the  cases  thereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to  say, 
from  all  process  in  respect  of  the  several  debts  and  sums  of  money  due, 
or  claimed  to  be  due,  at  the  timis  of  filing  the  petition,  from  such  peti- 
tioner to  the  several  persons  named  in  his  schedule  as  creditors,  or  as 
claiming  to  be  creditors,  for  the  same  respectively,  or  for  which  such  per- 
son shall  have  given  credit  to  such  petitioner  before  the  time  of  filing 
such  petition,  and  which  were  not  then  payable,  or  in  respect  of  the 
claims  of  any  other  persons  not  known  to  such  petitioner  at  the  time  of 

(a)  The  form  in  the  schedule  is  silent  as  to  the  protection  of  the  person  from  process:  if 
mereljr  states,  (besides  the  formal  mafteTf)  that  the  petitioner  « is  desirous  that  his  estate 
should  he  administered  under  the  protection  and  direction  of  the  court ;"  and  prays  «  such 
relief  in  the  premises  as  by  the  statutes  now  in  force  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  may 
be  adjuds^ed  by  the  conrt" 

(6)  Section  L,  which  provides,  that,  a  petition  being  filed,  «it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  judge 
or  commissioner  of  the  court  of  bankruptcy  to  whom,  by  any  order  of  the  court,  as  herein- 
after provided,  the  same  shall  be  referred,  or  for  the  commissioner  in  the  county  to  whom  the 
petition  shaU  be  presented,  to  give,  upon  the  filing  of  such  petition,  a  protection  to  the  peti- 
tioner/rom  aUproceu  whatever^  either  against  his  person  or  his  property  of  eveiy  description, 
which  protection  shaU  continue  in  force,  and  dlproeest  be  stayed,  until  the  appearanoo  of  the 
petitioner  in  court  as  hereinafrer  provided." 

Th  5  jurisdiction,  except  within  twenty  miles  of  London,  is,  ftom  the  15th  of  September, 
1847  fransforred  U  the  judges  of  the  new  county  courts,  by  the  10  &  11  VioL  o.  102, 
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making  the  final  order,  Mrho  may  be  endorsees,  or  holders,  of  any  negcv- 
liable  securities  set  forth  in  such  schedule :"  and  it  provides  for  the  form 
•^251    ^^  ^"^^  ^°^^  *order,  ^hich  differs  from  that  given  by  the  com- 
missioner under  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  16,  in  that  it  only  professes 
to  protect  the  person  of  the  petitioner  from  being  taken  or  detained  under 
any  process  in  respect  of  the  debts  due  or  claimed  at  the  time  of  filing 
his  petition ;  and  does  not  proceed  to  direct  a  distribution  of  his  estate 
and  effects  amongst  his  creditors.     In  CooA;  v.  Henson^  ante,  Vol.  I.,  p. 
908,  this  court  held  a  plea — ^that,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
a  petition  for  the  defendant's  protection  from  process  was  duly,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made,  presented  by  him 
to  the  court  of  bankruptcy ;  that,  afterwards,  and  before  action  brought, 
a  final  order  for  protection  and  distribution  was  made  in  the  matter  of  the 
petition,  by  J.  E.,  a  commissioner  of  the  said  court,  duly  authorized  iA 
that  behalf;  and  that  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  were  con- 
tracted before  the  date  of  filing  the  petition — was  a  sufiicient  plea  in  bar, 
within  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  s.  10.     This,  however,  is  not  a  plea  under 
that  section,  the  order  here  being  for  protection  only.     [Tindal,  C.  J. 
This  clearly  is  not  a  good  plea  at  common  law ;  and,  unless  authorized 
by  some  statutory  provision,  it  is  no  plea  at  all.] 

Tdfourdy  Serjt.,  contrd.  Taking  the  two  statutes  together,  this  plea 
affords  a  good  answer.  [Maule,  J.  The  tenth  section  of  the  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  116,  makes  a  plea  setting  up  a  final  order  (or  protection  and  distribi^' 
Hon  a  sufficient  plea  in  bar :  but  there  is  no  section  in  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c. 
96,  that  makes  a  final  order  for  protection  of  ike  person  of  the  petitioner 
from  being  taken  or  detained  under  any  process ^  pleadable  in  bar.]  The 
whole  scope  of  the  act  points  at  a  general  distribution  of  the  petitioner's 
*3261  ^^^^^^  amongst  his  creditors,  to  the  "exclusion  of  preference  in 
favour  of  one.  [Maule,  J.  It  may  have  been  the  intention  of 
the  last  act,  that,  if  the  assignee  does  not  take  steps  to  possess  himself 
of  after-acquired  property  of  the  insolvent,  a  creditor  may.]  That  con- 
struction would  make  the  insolvent  liable  for  costs.  The  ninth  section  of 
the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  makes  an  order  of  the  commissioner,  or  of  the 
court  of  Review,  necessary  before  the  assignee  can  take  possession  of 
after-acquired  property  :  and  the  seventy-fourth  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict. 
c.  96,  enacts  «that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  repeal, 
affect,  or  in  any  manner  alter,  the  provisions  of  the  said  recited  act,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  herein  above  expressly  provided,  or  except  so  far  as  the 
provisions  of  the  said  recited  act  may  be  inconsistent  with,  or  at  variance 
with,  the  provisions  of  this  act."  [Maule,  J.  That  is  not  a  very  opera- 
tive section.  It  may  have  been  the  intention  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  lo 
take  away  the  entire  defence  given  under  the  former  act,  and  to  give  prt>- 
tection  to  the  person  of  the  insolvent  only,  leaving  his  after-acquired  pro- 
perty still  subject  to  his  debts.] 
•    The  court  suggested,  that,  as  the  point  was  of  considerable  importancci 
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the  argument  should  be  adjourned,  in  order  to  enable  the  learned  serjeant 
to  examine  the  statutes  more  minutely. 

Thlfourdj  Serjt.,  now  said,  that  having  carefully  looked  at  the  statute 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  he  could  find  nothing  therein  to  warrant  him  in  asking 
the  court  to  hold  the  plea  good ;  and  that  he  conceived  the  twenty-second 
section,  which  makes  the  final  order  a  protection  of  the  person  only  of  the 
petitioner  from  being  taken  or  detained  under  any  process,  to  be  conclu- 
sive of  the  question. 

*Maul£,  J.     It  certainly  seems  to  me  that  the  intention  of  the     r»QQ7 
legislature  was,  to  restrict  the  protection  of  the  final  order  to  the 
person  of  the  petitioner. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


EVANS  V.  WATSON  and  Another.    June  11. 

In  an  action  for  breach  of  a  charter-party,  tlie  trial  having  been  postponed  at  the  instance  of 
the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  detained  the  captain  of  the  vessel  in  this  country  for  a  period 
of  300  dajra,  having  been  advised  by  counsel  that  he  could  not  safely  examine  him  under 
the  1  W.  4,  c.  22,  the  defendants  having  intimated  an  intention  to  call  witnesses  to  impugn 
his  conduct: — Held,  that,  upon  taxation  of  costs,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  subsistence 
money  ibr  the  witness,  during  the  whole  period  of  his  detention. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  2536/.  15s.  alleged  to  be 
due  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  on  a  charter-party  by  which  the 
defendants  engaged  to  load  a  vessel  called  the  General  Wiltshire,  at  Icha* 
boe,  with  a  cargo  of  guano.  The  cause  stood  for  trial  at  the  last  summer 
assizes  at  Liverpool,  but  was  postponed,  at  the  instance  of  the  defendants, 
on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  four  or  five  witnesses,  whose  testimony 
was  sworn  to  be  material,  and  whom  it  was  proposed  to  call  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proving  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  captain  of  the  vessel.  On 
the  20th  of  March,  1846,  the  defendants  obtained  an  order  to  stay  the 
proceedings  on  payment  of  debt  and  costs  on  or  before  the  I8th  of  April. 
Upon  the  taxation  of  costs,  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  sum  of  150/.  4s.  2d, 
for  subsistence  money  paid  to  the  captain,  who  had,  under  the  advice  of 
counsel,  been  detained  in  England  from  the  5th  of  May,  1845,  in  order 
to  give  evidence  for  the  plaintiff.  The  master  allowed  97/.  145.  2£/.,  being 
9t  (he  rate  of  7s.  per  day  for  300  days,  deducting  a  sum  of  7/.  5s.  lOtf., 
vhich  had  been  allowed  to  the  captain  during  that  period  as  a  witness  in 
another  cause. 

*ByleSy  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  review    r^ono 
of  the  taxation.     He  submitted  that  the  captain  ought  to  have 
been  examined  upon  interrogatories  under  the  1  W.  4,  c.  22,  instead  of 
being  detained  so  long  for  the  purpose  of  giving  his  evidence  vivd  voce: 
and  he  cited  WkUe  v.  Brazier^  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  499. 

Channellf  Seijt.,  showed  cause.    The  master  has  exercised  a  sound 
discretion  in  .allowing  subsistence  money  for  the  witness  'q  q^e8tion• 
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Such  an  allowance  was  sanctioned  by  the  coart  in  Lanergan  v.  The  Royal 
Exchange  Assurance  Company^  7  Bingh.  725, 5  M.  &  P.  447, 805, 1  Dowl. 
P.  C.  223,  and  Mmnt  y.  Larkins,  8  Bingh.  195, 1  M.  &  Scott,  357, 1  Dowl. 
P.  C.  262.  In  While  v.  Brazier^  also,  the  master  allowed  subsistence 
money  for  the  captain  of  a  vessel  detained  here  as  a  witness  from  August 
to  November ;  and  the  like  was  allowed,  in  the  case  of  a  master  mariner, 
in  Berry  v.  Pratty  1  B.  &  C.  276,  from  the  service  of  the  writ  until  the 
trial ;  the  court  observing,  that,  unless  detained  for  the  purpose  of  giving  s 
evidence,  the  witness  might  again  have  gone  to  sea,  and  then  the  parties 
might  have  been  put  to  a  far  greater  expense  by  the  postponement  of  the 
trial  on  account  of  his  absence.(a) 

Byks^  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  captain 
was  a  material  witness,  and  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  acted  wisely  in 
detaining  him  here.  But  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  reasonable  that 
the  defendants  should  be  charged  for  his  detention  for  so  great  a  length  of 
time.  Lanergan  v.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company^  Berry  v. 
Pratt,  and  Mount  v.  Larkins^  occurred  before  the  passing  of  the  1  W.  4, 
c.  22.  In  Temperley  v.  ScoU,  8  Bingh.  392,  1  M.  &  Scott,  601,  siibsist- 
*3291  ^^^^  money  *was  allowed,  but  only  from  the  time  of  the  service 
of  the  subpcena  till  the  time  of  trial.(&) 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  a  large  sum  of  money : 
and,  after  having  obtained  an  order  for  the  postponement  of  the  trial  on 
the  ground  of  the  absence  of  material  witnesses,  the  defendants  have 
thought  fit  to  pay  the  sum  demanded,  and  now  complain  that  the  plaintiff 
has  done  all  that  he  reasonably  could  and  ought  to  have  done  to  insure 
success.  The  postponement  of  the  trial  was  a  favour  to  the  defendants : 
it  was  for  them  to  ascertain,  when  they  asked  it,  whether  the  price  at 
which  they  purchased  that  favour  was  not  too  great.  If  the  witness  had 
been  wantonly  and  unnecessarily  kept  here  by  the  plaintiff,  the  case  would 
have  been  very  di3erent.(c)  But  I  am  of  opinion  he  was,  undex  the  cir* 
cumstances,  very  properly  detained  for  examination  vivd  voce,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  intimation  from  the  defendants  that  they  meant  to  impugn 
his  conduct. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  The  court  is  bound  to  award  to  a  successful  plaintiff  all 
costs  reasonably  and  properly  incurred  by  him  in  the  prosecution  of  his 
suit  The  only  question  here  is,  whether,  looking  at  all  the  circumstances, 
the  plaintiff  was  justified  in  detaining  this  witness  for  the  length  of  time 
that  the  master  has  allowed  for.  I  think,  after  the  notice  that  the  defend* 
ants  meant  to  attack  him,  the  plaintiff  was  perfectly  justified  in  detaining 
him  for  examination  in  open  court.  Had  his  examination  been  taken  upon 
iBtenx)gatories,  after  such  notice,  in  the  event  of  the  cause  proceeding  to 
tiiAl,  his  absence  would  have  given  rise  to  observations. 

(a)  S^  Ficc  T.  Lady  Jmim,  Mood.&  M.06,  3  Carr.&  P.  19. 

m  Vide  C<Hgramr,EoaM,2J)(mh^X.U3-,JmtOHy.NooerTt,  1  Price,  SSL 

(f)  V>d0  Omw  V.  SoM^  3  N.  &  M.  672;  .A1011. 2  Qutt  iUip.  SOO. 
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*Maui.c,  J.  I  also  think  the  allowance  of  subristence  money  to  r»qoA 
the  witness  in  this  case  was  properly  made.  It  cannot  be  laid 
down  as  a  general  rule,  that>in  all  cases  where  a  witness  may  be  examined 
on  interrogatories,  the  party  for  whom  he  is  to  be  called  may  at  his  option 
detain  him  for  examination  viva  tfoce.{a)  But  still  he  must  be  allowed  a 
reasonable  exercise  of  discretion :  and,  where  the  matter  is  doubtful,  I 
think  the  party  detaining  him  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  doubt.  In 
the  present  case,  I  think  the  plaintiff  would  have  acted  most  unwisely  if 
he  had  not  detained  the  captaiq,  after  the  intimation  given  of  the  defend- 
ants' intention  to  impugn  his  conduct.  The  witness  was  a  most  important 
witness,  necessarily  kept  for  a  reasonable  time,  part  of  it,  indeed,  at  the 
ifistance  of  the  defendants  themselves  ;  I  therefore  do  not  see  any  fair  objec- 
tion to  the  allowance  which  the  master  has  made. 

Chesswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Berry  v.  Pratty  1  B.  & 
C.  276,(&)  subsistence  money  was  allowed  for  nearly  as  long  a  period  as 
allowed  here.  But  for  the  statute  1  W.  4,  c.  22,  the  allowance  here  would 
have  been  quite  of  course.  That,  however,  is  an  enaUiTig  statute ;  and 
1  think  it  would  operate  very  injuriously  if  it  were  to  receive  the  rigorous 
construction  that  has  been  contended  for  by  my  brother  Bytes* 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

fa)  And  see  Pattenon  v.  Evam,  1  Chitt  Rep.  89. 
(b)  And  see  Jmm.  (but  S.  C.)  2  D.  &  K  424. 
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To  a  ooant  upon  a  contract  by  the  defendant  to  receive  a  certain  quantity  of  wool  from  the- 
plainti0a  at  a  certain  price,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contiaet; 
the  plaintiffs  produced  a  sample,  and  promised  the  defendant  that  the  bulk  was  equal  in 
quality  and  description  thereto,  but  that  tlie  wool  when  tendered  was  found  to  be  of  infe- 
rior quality,  wherefore  the  defondant  refused  to  accept  it 

Bdd.  that  the  plea  was  not  bad,  on  special  demurrer,  as  amounting  to  non  assumpsit,  inas- 
much as  the  contract  therein  set  up  was  not  necessarily  incompatible  with  the  contract 
declared  on. 

Assumpsit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs, 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  agreed  to  supply  the  defendant,  and  the 
defendant  ordered  of  the  plaintiffs  divers  laige  quantities  of  wool,  to  be 
purchased  by  him  upon  certain  terms,  that  is  to  say,  &c.,  &c. ;  that,  in 
consideration  thereof,  and  that  tibe  plaintifis,  at  the  like  request  of  the 
defendant,  then  promised  the  defendant  to  deliver  the  said  quantities  of 
goods  to  the  defendant,  according  to  the  said  contract,  the  defendant  then 
promised  the  plaintiffs  to  accept  the  said  goods,  and  to  pay  fi>r  the  same 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  contract :  Averment,  that  the  plaintifis 
had  always  been  ready  and  willing,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  ten* 
deicd  and  o^ered,  to  deliver  the  said  goods  to  the  defendant,  according  to 
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the  terms  of  the  said  contract,  &c.:  Breach,  that  the  defendant  refused  to 
accept  them. 

Plea,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  defendant's  ordering  the  said  quantities 
of  wool,  and  making  the  said  promise,  as  in  the  first  count  of  the  declara* 
tion  alleged,  the  plaintiffs  produced  and  showed  to  the  defendant  a  certain 
sample  of  the  said  wool,  and  then  promised  the  defendant  to  deliver  the 
said  quantities  of  wool  to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  whole  of  the  said 
quantities  of  wool  were  equal  in  quality  and  description  to  the  said  sam 
pie ;  that  the  defendant  then  ordered  the  said  quantities  of  wool,  and 
made  the  said  promise,  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  on  the  faith 
^onoi  ^^^  terms,  and  in  ^consideration  of  the  said  promise  of  the  plain* 
tifis,  and  not  otherwise ;  but  that  the  said  quantities  of  woo),  at 
the  time  when  they  were  so  oflTered  and  tendered  for  delivery  by  the 
plaintifis  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  were  not  equal  in  qualitj 
and  description  to  the  said  sample,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  same 
were  of  a  very  inferior  and  bad  and  indifferent  quality  and  description, 
and  of  much  less  value,  and  of  no  use  or  value  to  the  defendant ;  where- 
upon and  wherefore  the  defendant  then  refused  to  accept  the  said  wool,  or 
pay  for  the  same ;  as  he  lawfully  might,  &c. — verification. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiffs  demurred  specially,  on  the  ground,  amongst 
others,  that  it  amounted  to  non  assumpsit. 

Dowlingj  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  declaration  alleges 
an  absolute  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  receive  the  wool, 
without  any  condition  as  to  quality,  or  any  specific. description.  The 
plea  alleges  that  the  contract  was  for  a  sale  of  wool,  with  a  warranty  that 
the  bulk  was  equal  to  sample :  that  introduces  a  qualification  into  the 
contract,  and  amounts  to  a  mere  denial  of  the  contract  declared  on : 
Morgan  v.  Pebrer,  3  N.  C.  457,  4  Scott,  230;  JVwA  v.  Breeze,  11  M.  & 
W.  352 ;  Heath  v.  Durant,  12  M.  &  W.  438. 

Channell^  Serjt.,  carUrd.  Had  this  been  pleaded  to  a  count  in  indebi- 
tatus assumpsit  for  gOods  sold  and  delivered,  or  goods  bargained  and  sold, 
the  plea  would  undoubtedly  have  been  open  to  the  objection  suggested. 
But  the  difiSculty  here  arises  from  the  new  rules,  which  provide  that  the 
plea  of  non  assumpsit  shall  operate  only  as  a  denial  in  fact  of  the  express 
*3331  ^^'^^''^^^  o^  'promise  alleged,  or  of  the  matter  of  fact  from  which 
the  contract  or  promise  alleged  may  be  implied  in  law.  This 
plea  does  not  deny  the  express  contract  alleged  in  the  declaration ;  on  the 
contrary,  it  admits  it ;  and  it  seeks  to  justify  the  refusal  to  accept  the 
wool,  by  showing  that  it  differed  in  quality  from  that  which  the  plaintifis 
contracted  to  deliver.  [Maule,  J.  The  contract  stated  in  the  declaration 
is  for  the  delivery  of  wool  of  a  merchantable  quality.  Tindal,  C.  J. 
Upon  non  assumpsit,  the  plaintiflis  would  be  nonsuited,  if  they  proved  a 
contract  other  than  that  alleged.  Cresswell,  J.,  referred  to  Parker  v. 
Pabner,  4  B.  &  Aid.  387.  Maule,  J.  If  issue  were  taken  on  the  ten- 
der, the  plaintifis  would  fail  unless  they  proved  a  tender  of  wool  of  the 
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quality  and  description  ordered.]  The  plea,  at  all  events,  complies  with 
the  spirit  of  the  new  rules.  [Maule,  J.  The  defendant  should  certainly 
be  allowed  to  plead  this  defence,  if  it  is  not  open  to  him  under  non 
assumpsit. 

Bowlings  Seijt.,  in  reply.  The  plea  in  question  clearly  amounts  to  no 
more  than  a  denial  of  the  contract  alleged  in  the  declaration.  [Tindal, 
C.  J.  The  contract  set  up  by  the  plea  is  not  necessarily  incompatible 
with  that  stated  in  the  declaration.]  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  two 
could  co-exist.     [Maule,  J.  referred  to  Street  v.  Blay^  2  B.  &  Ad.  456. 

The  court,  ailer  some  deliberatioi>|  were  about  to  pronounce  judgment 
in  favour  of  the  plea,  when  Dawlingy  Serjt,  prayed  leave  to  withdraw 
the  demurrer  ;  which  was  granted,  upon  the  usual  terms. 

Rule  accordingly. 
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Goods  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  %  JL  fa,  against  A^  oat  of  the  court  of  Exchequer,  were 
claimed  by  R,  to  whom  they  were  restored  upon  the  establishment  of  her  right  upon  an 
issue  directedi  at  the  sheriff's  instance,  under  the  interpleader  act  B.  afterwards  brought 
trapau  against  the  sheriff,(a)  for  breaking  and  entering  her  houae^  on  the  occasion  of  the 
seizure . — ^This  court  refused  to  stay  the  proceedings— holding  the  relief  and  protection 
afforded  to  the  sheriff  by  the  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  s.  6,  to  be  confined  to  disputed  claims  to 
the  good*  seized,  or  to  their  proceeds. 

And,  eembUf  that,  if  the  proceeding  in  this  court  were  a  violation  of  the  interpleader  order, 
the  application  for  reUef  should  have  been  made  to  the  court  in  which  the  interpleader 
took  place. 

On  the  7th  of  March  last,  a  writ  oifi.  fa.  issued  out  of  the  court  of 
Exchequer,  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  Todd,  against  one  Charles  Maggi, 
endorsed  to  levy  20/.  2s.  Id.^  &c.,  and  a  warrant  was  granted  thereupon 
by  the  other  defendants,  as  sheriff  of  Middlesex.  The  officer  entered 
residence  of  Maggi  to  make  a  seizure.  The  plaintiff,  a  lodger,  having 
claimed  part  of  the  goods,  the  officer,  on  the  12th,  took  out  a  summons 
under  the  interpleader  act.  The  summons  was  attended  on  the  14th,  by 
the  attorneys  for  the  claimant,  the  execution-creditor,  and  the  sheriflT, 
when  the  following  order  was  made  by  Cbesswell,  J. : — 

«Upon  hearing,  &c.,  I  do  order,  that,  upon  payment  of  the  sum  of  30/. 
into  court  by  the  said  claimant,  within  a  week  from  this  date,  or  upon  her 
giving,  within  the  same  time,  security,  to  the  satisfaction  of  one  of  the 
masters/for  the  payment  of  the  same  amount  by  the  said  claimant  accord- 
ing to  the  directions  of  any  rule  of  court  or  judge's  order  to  be  made 
herein,  and  upon  payment  to  the  said  sheriff  of  the  possession  money  from 
this  date,  the  said  sheriff  do  withdraw  from  the  possession  of  the  goods 
and  chattels  seized  by  him  under  the  writ  oi  fi,fa.  issued  herein:  And  I 

(a)  The  ezecution-cieditor  was  made  a  oo<lefeDdant;  upon  what  ground,  it  does  nol 
appw. 
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do  farther  order,  that,  unless  such  payment  shall  be  made,  or  such 
*^^fS1  *B^c°^ty  ^^  g^^^^y  within  the  time  aforesaid,  the  said  sheriff  do 
-'  proceed  to  sell  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  and  pay  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale,  after  deducting  the  expenses  thereof,  and  the  possession  money 
from  this  date,  into  court,  to  abide  further  order  herein :  And  I  do  fur- 
ther order  that  the  parties  do  proceed  to  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue  in  the 
court  of  Exchequer,  in  which  the  said  claimant  shall  be  plaintiff  and  the 
said  execution-creditor  shall  be  defendant ;  and  that  the  question  to  be 
tried  shall  be,  whether  the  goods,  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  were  the 
property  of  the  claimant :  And  I  further  order  that  such  issue  shall  be 
prepared  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  therein  within  ten  days  from  this 
date,  and  be  returned  by  the  defendant  therein  within  a  week,  and  shall 
be  tried  at  the  first  sitting  in  next  term  in  Middlesex :  And  I  reserve  the 
question  of  costs,  and  all  other  questions,  until  after  the  trial  of  the  said 
issue." 

The  claimant,  having,  in  pursuance  of  this  order,  paid  into  court  the 
sums  therein  mentioned,  duly  delivered  an  issue,  which  came  on  to  be 
tried,  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  second  sitting  of  the  last  term,  when  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  Todd,  the  execution-creditor,  appear- 
ing in  court  in  person,  admitting  that  the  goods  in  question  were  the  pro- 
perty of  the  claimant,  and  denying  that  he  had  authorized  any  proceedings 
to  be  taken  in  his  name  under  the  interpleader  rule.  The  following  order 
was  afterwards,  on  the  1st  of  May,  made  by  Platt,  B.,  upon  reading  the 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  by  consent  of  the  sheriff*: — 

<cl  do  order  that  the  sum  of  30/.  paid  into  court  in  this  cause,  pursuant 
to  the  order  of  Cresswell,  J.,  and  dated  the  14th  of  March,  1846,  be 
paid  out  of  court  to  Mary  Hollier,  the  claimant  in  the  said  order  named, 
or  to  her  attorney ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  (Todd)  pay  to  said  Mary  Hollier, 
*3361  ^"^  ^^^  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  their  *costs  of  and  occasioned  by 
the  interpleader  application,  and  also  the  costs  of  the  said 
Mary  Hollier  of,  and  occasioned  by,  and  incident  to,  the  issue  by  the 
said  order  directed  to  be  tried,  and  the  costs  of  this  application  to  be 
taxed,  including  1/.  10s.  paid  by  the  said  claimant  to  the  sheriff  of  Mid- 
dlesex for  possession  money,  die  said  issue  having  been  tried,  and  a 
verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff  therein." 

The  costs  of  Mary  Hollier  were  afterwards  taxed  at  361.  6s,  2d.,  and 
duly  demanded  of  Todd ;  but,  by  reason  of  his  extreme  poverty,  she  was 
unable  to  obtain  them. 

.  The  present  action  was  brought  by  Mary  Hollier  against  the  sheriff  of 
Middlesex  and  Todd,  the  execution-creditor,  for  the  alleged  trespass  in 
l^reaking  and  entering  the  rooms  in  her  occupation,  and  seizbg  her  goods, 
under  colour  of  the  writ  against  Maggi. 

Channellf  Seijt.,  on  behalf  of  the  sheriff,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term, 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  stay  the  proceedings,  as  being  an  evasion  of  the 
interpleader  order. 
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Bylesj  Serjt,  now  showed  cause.  The  statute  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  s.  6» 
Muthoruses  the  court  or  a  judge  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  any  action 
brought  by  a  claimant  in  respect  of  goods  seized  by  the  sheriff;  but  it 
relates  solely  and  entirely  to  the  seizure  of  the  goods.  Here,  the  claimant 
has  succeeded,  under  the  interpleader  rule,  in  establishing  her  right  to, 
the  goods.  But,  besides  seizing  her  goods,  the  sheriflf  broke  and  entered 
her  dwelling-house :  this  was  a  distinct  and  substantive  act  of  trespass, 
in  respect  of  which  she  has  a  clear  right  of  action.  The  court  has  no 
power  to  interpose :  and  if  it  had,  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  it  would  be 
disposed  to  exercise  it.  Besides,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the 
application  should  not  have  been  *made  to  the  court  of  Exchequer,  rcog^ 
where  the  original  action  was  brought,  and  in  which  the  inter- 
pleader issue  was  tried. 

Sir  T,  Wildej  and  Channell^  Serjts.,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  inten* 
tion  of  the  statute  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  was,  to  afford  substantial  protection 
to  public  officers  in  the  execution  of  their  duties.  The  sixth  section  re- 
cites, that  <<  difficulties  sometimes  arise  in  the  execution  of  process  against 
goods  and  chattels,  issued  by,  or  under  the  authority  of,  the  courts,  by 
reason  of  claims  made  to  such  goods  and  chattels  by  assignees  of  bank- 
rupts and  other  persons,  not  being  parties  against  whom  such  process  has 
issued,  whereby  sheriffs  and  other  officers  are  exposed  to  the  hazard  and 
expense  of  actions,  and  it  is  reasonable  to  afford  relief  and  protection  in 
such  cases  to  such  sheriffs  and  other  officers ;"  and  enacts,  that,  <<  when  any 
such  claim  shall  be  made  on  any  goods  or  chattels  taken,  or  intended  to  be 
taken,  in  execution  under  any  such  process,  or  to  the  proceeds  or  value 
thereof,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  court  from  which  such 
process  issued,(a)  upon  application  of  such  sheriff  or  other  officer,  made 
before  or  after  the  return  of  such  process,  and  as  well  before  as  after  any 
action  brought  against  such  sheriff  or  other  officer,  to  call  before  them,  by 
rule  of  court,  as  well  the  party  issuing  such  process  as  the  party  making 
such  claim,  and  thereupon  to  exercise,  for  the  adjustment  of  such  claims, 
and  the  relief  and  protection  of  the  sheriff  or  other  officer,  all  or  any  of 
the  powers  or  authorities  hereinbefore  contained,  and  make  such  rules 
and  decisions  as  shall  appTear  to  be  just,  according  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  case ;"  and  that  <<  the  costs  of  all  such  ^proceedings  shall  rtoog 
be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court."  The  sheriff  having  in  this  *- 
case,  in  the  execution  of  the  process  of  this  court,  seized  certain  goods,  a 
third  party  lays  claim  to  them ;  whereupon  the  sheriff  obtains  an  order 
under  the  statute,  under  which  the  goods  are,  upon  terms,  restored  to  the 
claimant,  and  an  issue  is  directed,  and  eventually  the  claimant's  right  is 
established.  She  now  brings  an  action  for  an  alleged  trespass  incidental 
to  the  seizure  of  the  goods  under  the  execution.  This  is  precisely  one 
of  the  difficulties  against  which  the  statute  intended  to  protect  the  sheriff* 
When  the  claimant  appeared  before  the  judge  to  support  her  claim  to  the 

(a)  Extended  to  judges  of  any  of  the  courts,  by  1  &  3  Vict  c.  45,  s.  2. 
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goods,  if  she  had  intended  to  reserve  to  herself  a  right  of  action  against 
the  sheriff  for  the  trespass  committed  in  making  the  seizure,  she  should 
have  asked  the  judge  to  make  a  special  order  to  that  effect.  [Cresswell,  J. 
Could  the  judge  compel  the  execution-creditor  to  be  defendant  in  an 
action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  rooms  ?]  Probably  not. 
The  interpleader  order,  however,  has  defined  the  rights  of  the  parties; 
and  it  is  as  much  an  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court  to  proceed  in  this 
way,  as  it  would  be,  after  a  rule  for  staying  the  proceedings  in  an  action 
in  one  court,  to  bring  a  fresh  action  in  another.  [Cresswell,  J.  Sup- 
pose the  sheriff,  under  colour  of  an  execution  against  the  goods  of  A., 
enters  the  house  of  B.,  and  there  seizes  goods  belonging  to  C,  would  the 
sheriff,  by  an  interpleader  rule,  obtained  in  respect  of  C.'s  claim  to  the 
goods,  deprive  B.  of  his  right  to  complain  of  the  trespass  done  to  him  ?] 
Probably  not.  But  here  the  action  is  brought  by  the  party  claiming  the 
goods,  and  not,  as  in  the  case  supposed,  by  a  third  person.  The  sheriff 
has  acted  bond  fide^  and  the  act  complained  of  is  inseparably  connected 
with  the  duty  he  had  to  perform.  If  the  sheriff  is  not  protected  under 
circumstances  like  the  present,  the  provisions  of  the  statute  will  in  most 
4(009-1  *cases  as  regards  him  be  perfectly  nugatory.  [Coltman,  J.  The 
sheriff  might  justify  the  entry  into  the  rooms,  if  it  turned  out  that 
the  goods  found  there  were  the  property  of  the  execution-debtor: 
Semayne^s  castj  5  Co.  Rep.  91. (a) 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.     It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  does  not  fall  within  the 

provisions  of  the  interpleader  act,  and  that  we  have  no  authority  to  stay 

the  proceedings.     The  plaintiff  had  originally  two  causes  of  action — the 

'*^e,  for  breaking  and  entering  her  apartments — the  other,  for  seizing  her 

ods.  As  to  the  latter,  the  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  has  applied  a  remedy; 
«4o  sheriff  having,  under  the  sixth  section  of  that  statute,  obtained  a 
judge's  order  for  an  issue  to  determine  their  ownership.  But,  with 
respect  to  the  other  subject-matter  of  complaint,  the  statute  is  altogether 
silent,  and  therefore  affords  the  sheriff  no  protection.  The  law,  as  laid 
down  by,  and  to  be  deduced  from,  Semayne^s  case^  is,  that  the  sheriff 
may  enter  the  house  of  a  third  person  under  an  execution  against  goods, 
the  outer  door  being  open,  but  that  he  does  so  at  his  own  proper  peril, 
for,  he  is  only  justified  if  goods  of  the  debtor  are  found  there.(&)  In  a 
case  like  this,  where  the  goods  seized  are  goods  of  a  lodger  in  the  house 
of  the  debtor, — ^the  sheriff  runs  very  little  risk,  provided  he  act  honestly 
and  civilly ;  the  jury,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  would  visit  his 
mistake  very  leniently,  and  it  is  in  his  power  to  avoid  the  costs  by  paying 
into  court  a  suiBcient  sum  to  compensate  for  the  damage  actually  done. 
I  think  the  plaintiff  clearly  has  a  right  to  bring  her  action  ;  and  that  we 
.should  be  arrogating  to  ourselves  an  authority  we  do  not  possess,(c}  if  we 

(a)  And  see  the  notes  to  that  case,  ]  Smith's  Leading  Gases,  pp.  44—46. 
(6)  And  see  Cookt  v.  J9trt  5  Taunt.  770,  1  Marsh.  339;  Joknmm  r.  Lafjk^  6  Taunt.  2471, 
1  Marsh.  565.  (c)  Tide  15  M.  &  W.  570. 
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were  to  interfere  to  stay  her  'proceedings.  The  statute,  as  it  v^oaq 
seems  to  me,  only  intended  to  provide  for  cases  of  daily  occur-  *- 
rence,  claims  set  up  by  third  persons  to  goods  taken  in  execution.  The 
case,  however,  of  the  sheriff  entering  the  wrong  house — and  this  is  the 
same  as  if  it  had  been  the  separate  house  of  the  plaintiff;  being  her  domus 
mansionalis{a) — is  not  one  of  very  frequent  occurrence ;  and  I  cannot 
thiok  it  is  one  to  which  the  statute  ever  meant  to  apply  a  remedy.  I 
therefore  think  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  appears  to  me  also  that  the  sheriff  is  not  entitled  to 
the  relief  he  seeks.  I  do  not  see  that,  in  bringing  this  action,  the  plain- 
tiff has  been  guilty  of  any  violation  of  the  order  of  my  brother  Cresswell. 
The  court  of  Exchequer  is  the  proper  tribunal  to  vindicate  its  own,  if  any 
contempt  of  its  rule  or  order  has  been  committed.  That  which  the  inter- 
pleader act  was  intended  to  remedy,  was,  the  inconvenience  to  which 
sheriffs  and  others  were  sometimes  put,  by  claims  being  set  up  by  stran- 
gers to  goods  seized  in  execution  ;  it  never  was  intended  to  relieve  them 
from  the  consequences  of  improperly  entering  the  house  of  one  man  to 
seize  the  goods  of  another.  Whether  the  circumstances  will  afibrd  the 
sheriff  a  defence,  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  this  rule  must  be  discharged.  In  the  first 
place,  it  appears  to  me  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter 
under  the  interpleader  act.  There  is  no  doubt,  under  the  terms  of  the 
act,  where  an  action  is  brought,  and  a  third  party  sets  up  a  claim,  the 
defendant  having  no  interest  in  tlie  subject-matter,  the  application  must 
be  made  to  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought.  So,  in  the  case 
*of  the  sheriff,  where  a  claim  is  made  to  goods  seized,  the  sheriff  rvo^i 
must  make  bis  application  to  the  court  out  of  which  the  pro-  '- 
cess  issues.  Here,  the  process  issued  out  of  the  court  of  Exchequer.  It 
is  clear,  therefore,  that  any  application  in  the  matter  of  the  interpleader 
must  be  made  to  that  court.  It  is  true,  that  by  the  subsequent  act  of  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  45,  power  is  given  to  the  judges  of  all  the  courts  to  act  indis- 
criminately at  chambers :  but  that  does  not  extend  the  jurisdiction  under 
the  interpleader  act :  there  still  can  be  only  one  interpleader  court.  Any 
application,  therefore,  in  the  matter  of  the  interpleader  rule  in  this  case, 
can  only  be  addressed  to  the  court  of  Exchequer,  or  to  some  judge  acting 
at  chambers  under  the  powers  of  the  statute  last  referred  to.  Where  suf- 
ficient ground  is  laid  for  it,  this  court,  however,  has,  by  virtue  of  its 
general  jurisdiction,  power  to  stay  proceedings.  Possibly,  if  application 
were  made  to  the  court  of  Exchequer,  to  stay  the  proceedings  as  being  a 
violation  of  the  interpleader  rule,  that  court  might  make  an  order  that 
would  be  binding  upon  the  parties ;  and,  though  that  court  might  have 
no  power  to  carry  such  order  into  execution,  tiiis  court  might  give  effect 
to  it  by  staying  the  proceedings,  in  the  exercise  of  its  general  superin- 
tending power  over  its  suitors.     Supposing,  therefore,  that  this  action  had 

(a)  See  Shun  v.  Broaib,  2  H.  Blac.  120. 
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beeD  brought  in  violatioa  of  an  interpleader  order  duly  made  under  Ae 
powers  conferred  by  the  statutes,  I  incline  to  think  that  the  application  for 
relief  should  have  been  made  to  the  court  of  Exchequer,  or  to  a  judge  at 
chambers  exercising  the  jurisdiction  of  a  judge  of  that  court  by  virtue  of 
the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45. 

Further,  however,  I  think  this  is  not  a  case  within  the  interpleader  act 
at  all ;  because  I  think  the  spirit  and  object  of  that  act  was,  not  to  reheve 
all  classes  of  persons  from  all  sorts  of  legal  difficulties,  but  a  much  more 
*3421  ^^P^^"^  ^bingy  ^'  ^^  afford  relief  in  particular  cases,  by  ^extend* 
ing  to  the  common  law  courts  a  jurisdiction  that  had  been  found 
convenient  in  courts  of  equity,  that  is, — where  a  man  is  willing  to  do  or 
omit  what  he  is  called  upon  to  do,  by  one  party,  and  to  omit,  by  another, 
and  confesses  his  liability  to  one  or  other  of  them, — to  relieve  him  from 
the  hardship  of  disputing  with  both,  and  allow  the  parties  really  interested 
to  contest  the  matter  between  themselves.  The  sheriff  is  in  a  position 
analogous  to  that  of  such  a  defendant.  The  execution-creditor  requires 
bim  to  execute  the  process  of  the  court  against  the  goods  of  his  debtor: 
having  seized  certain  goods  which  he  believes  to  be  the  goods  of  the 
debtor,  the  sheriff  is  met  by  the  claim  of  a  third  party,  who  insists  that  the 
goods  are  his,  and  that  he  will  hold  the  sheriff  responsible  for  seizing 
them.  That  is,  in  effect,  the  recital  of  the  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  s.  6 ;  and  the 
enactment  limits  it  to  the  case  of  any  claim  «  made  on  ^ny  goods  or  chat' 
tels  taken,  or  intended  to  be  taken,  in  execution  under  any  such  process, 
or  to  the  proceeds  or  value  thereof."  In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  clause, 
it  is  true,  power  is  given  to  the  court  to  make  <«  such  rules  and  decisions 
as  shall  appear  to  be  just,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;'' 
but  that  means  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case  in  which  the  act 
confers  the  jurisdiction.  To  extend  those  words  to  cases  in  which  jurisdio 
tion  is  not  previously  given,  would  be  to  give  them  too  large  a  latitude:  it 
would  be  making  the  superstructure  much  wider  than  the  foundation.  It 
is  quite  clear  that  an  action  for  breaking  and  entering  the  house  of  a  third 
party,  in  the  execution  of  process,  is  no  more  within  the  contemplation  of 
this  act  than  an  assault  and  battery  of  the  party  would  be.  It  cannot  be  said 
that  the  damages  in  such  an  action  are  something  as  to  which  the  sherifl* 
doubts  who  is  entitled  to  them.  He  is  here  charged  as  a  wrongdoer :  there 
*3431  ^^  nothing  to  interplead  about ;  nobody  but  himself  is  ^interested  in 
the  result,  or  liable  for  the  consequences.  It  is  conceded,  that,  if 
the  breaking  and  entering  the  house  had  been  the  sole  cause  of  complaint, 
the  interpleader  act  would  have  been  out  of  the  question.  It  would  be 
jsomewhat  singular  if  the  situation  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  prejudiced 
by  the  circumstance  of  her  having  sustained  an  accumulation  of  wrongs. 

In  every  view,  therefore,  I  think  the  rule  is  answered. 

CaESswELL,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature, as  it  seems  to  me,  was,  to  afford  relief  to  the  sheriff  only  in  cases 
where  claim  is  made  to  goods  seized  under  process,  and  not  where  com* 
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pensation  is  sought  for  a  trespass.  In  the  case  of  goods,  the  claimant,  if 
his  claim  be  well  founded,  is  compensated  for  their  seizure,  by  having 
them  restored  to  him :  but,  for  a  trespass  in  breaking  and  entering  his 
house,  it  is  only  by  recovering  damages  that  he  can  be  compensated.  A 
judge  before  whom  the  parties  appear  under  an  interpleader  summons, 
has  no  power  to  make  the  execution-creditor  take  upon  himself  any  respon- 
sibility for  breaking  and  entering  the  claimant's  house.  The  mischief 
recited  and  intended  by  the  act  to  be  remedied,  is  confined  to  the  diffi- 
culty in  ascertaining  the  true  ownership  of  the  goods ;  and  it  is  to  that 
alone  that  the  order  is  confined.  The  protection  of  the  sheriff  is  not  to 
be  extended  beyond  relief  from  the  difficulties  recited.  The  earlier  sec- 
tions of  the  1  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  show  the  class  of  /.ases  to  which  the  act 
was  intended  to  apply :  in  s.  1,  the  only  actions  mendoned  are,  assump- 
sit, debt,  detinue,  and  trover — all  showing  that  disputes  relating,  to  goods^ 
alone  are  contemplated,  where  the  defendant  is  a  mere  stakeholder,  claim- 
ing no  interest  himself.  If  any  thing  beyond  a  claim  to  goods,  or  their 
pioceeds,  is  involved,  the  act  does  not  apply.  In  *Lawrence  v.  r»q^ 
MatihewSf  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  149,  the  declaration  containing  a  count  . 
in  case  as  well  as  a  count  in  trover,  Colebidge,  J.,  held  that  no  relief 
cdold  be  afforded  under  the  act.  Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


WRIGHT  V.  BURROUGHES,  BERKELEY,  and  LEADER.    June  12. 

A  paapei  plaintiff  haTing,  behind  the  back  of  his  attorney,  and  under  circumstances  showiog 
a  desire  on  his  part  to  deprive  him  of  his  costs,  agreed  with  the  defendants,  in  au  action 
for  unliquidated  damages,  to  execute  a  release,  and  the  defendants  having  pleaded  such 
release  pui$  darrein  eoniinuanc&^ihe  court,  at  the  instance  of  the  attorney,  set  aside  the  plea. 

The  plea  was  delivered  on  the  22d  of  April :  the  motion  to  set  it  aside  was  not  made  until  tlie 
8th  of  June : — Held^  not  too  late,  it  not  being  a  mere  irregularity. 

Qiuere,  whether  it  is  competent  to  a  defendant  to  plead  a  release  pmi  darrtin  contiwuanee  after 
a  demurrer  to  his  rejoinder  to  a  replication  to  one  of  several  pleas  originally  pleaded  to 
the  action. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's 
house,  and  seizing  and  carrying  away  his  goods.  The  defendants  pleaded 
several  pleas,  upon  some  of  which  issues  were  joined.  Notice  of  trial 
had  been  given  for  the  last  summer  assizes  for  Surrey,  but,  in  consequence 
of  the  absence  of  witnesses,  the  record  was  withdrawn.  To  the  rejoinder 
to  the  replication  to  one  of  the  pleas  pleaded  by  Burroughes  and  Berkeley, 
there  was  a  demurrer,  and,  after  the  demurrer  had  been  set  down  for  argu- 
ment, viz.  on  the  22d  of  April,  1846,  the  defendants  Burroughes  and  Lea- 
der delivered  a  plea  of  release  puis  darrein  coniinuance. 

C.  Jones^  Seijt.,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff^s  attorney — the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing pendente  Ute  been  allowed  to  sue  in/ormd  pauperis — on  the  8th  instant, 
moved  for  a  rule  ^calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why     r«Q45 
the  plea  of  release  should  not  be  set  aside,  with  costs,  on  die 
ground  that  it  was  pleaded  by  collusion  between  the  plaintiff  and  tho 
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defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  the  attorney  of  bis  costs,  and  that  it 
was  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the  court  to  plead  such  a  plea  puis  darrein 
continuance  after  a  demurrer ;  Slapel  v.  Heydony  6  Mod.  9 ;  Sparkes  v. 
Crofts,  1  Lord  Raym.  265.(a)  [Maule,  J.  How  can  you,  on  the  part  of 
the  attorney,  complain  of  an  irregularity  of  which  the  plaintiff  himself  does 
not  complain  ?]  The  court  will  protect  an  attorney  who  carries  on  the  suit 
for  a  pauper  plaintiff,  from  being  cheated  of  his  just  rights  by  the  collu- 
sion of  the  pauper  with  the  defendant.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 
Dowlingy  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  stating  that  the 
release  had  been  prepared  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  without  col- 
lusion. It  appeared,  however,  that  the  plaintiff's  letter  containing  the  pro- 
posal intimated  a  desire  to  «  deprive  the  lawyers  of  costs.''  The  learned 
Serjeant  submitted  that  it  was  perfectly  competent  to  the  parties  to  arrange 
their  differences  among  themselves,  without  regard  to  their  attorneys, 
unless  a  clear  case  of  collusion  were  made  out ;  for  which  he  cited  Ex 
parte  Hart,  1  B.  &  Ad.  660,  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  324.  [Maule,  J.  In  that 
case,  the  plaintiff  got  something ;  and  he  was  liable,  and  might  be  able, 
to  pay  his  attorney's  costs.  Here,  however,  the  client  cheats  his  attorney 
of  his  costs,  and  gets  nothing  himself.]  He  obtains  bis  freedom  from  the 
anxiety  naturally  attending  the  pendency  of  an  action.  [Maule,  J.  The 
plaintiff  carries  on  a  suit  as  a  pauper :  he  gets  the  court  to  appoint  an 
attorney,  who  gives  him  the  benefit  of  his-  skill,  and  the  outlay  of  his  capi- 

*3461  ^^^'  ^^  *^^7  ^^^9  ^P^'^  ^^^  mtxt  chance  of  succeeding  in  the  action. 
Surely  he  is  not  in  the  situation  of  an  ordinary  plaintiff.  Tnf- 
DAL,  C.  J.  It  is  the  spes  spolii  alone  that  induces  the  attorney  to  under- 
take the  conduct  of  a  pauper  cause.]  The  learned  serjeant  then  submitted 
that  the  application  was  too  late,  the  plea  having  been  pleaded  on  the  22d 
of  April,  and  the  rule  not  moved  for  until  the  8th  of  June. 

C.  Jones,  Seijt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  submitted  that  that  which  was 
complained  of  was  not  a  mere  irregularity ;  that,  if  it  were  so,  the  cir- 
cumstances entitled  the  attorney  to  more  than  ordinary  indulgence,  seeing 
that  he  could  not  deal  with  such  a  plea  as  this  without  taking  the  advice 
of  counsel ;  and  that  the  affidavits  disclosed  evident  collusion  between  the 
parties  to  deprive  the  attorney  of  all  chance  of  repaying  himself  the  expenses 
he  had  been  put  to  in  the  conduct  of  the  suit.(&) 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  I  will  not  say  that  cases  may  not  arise  in  which  it  maj 
be  lawful  for  a  pauper  plaintiff  to  settle  with  the  defendant,  without  regard 
to  his  attorney's  lien.  But  it  must  be  a  very  strong  case  that  will  justify 
such  a  course.  The  attorney  who  is  appointed  by  the  court  to  carry  on 
the  pauper's  cause,  builds  all  his  hopes  of  remuneration  for  his  expense 
of  time  and  money,  upon  his  success  against  his  adversary.  A  release 
destroys  those  just  hopes.  I  think  it  is  by  no  means  desirable  that  the 
position  of  an  attorney  in  a  pauper  cause  should  be  made  such  as  that  no 

{d\  See  SUmer  r.  Gibmm,  Hob.  81. 

(6)  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion  was  founded,  stated  that  the  attomej  had  ezpendeH 
more  than  90^  of  his  own  money. 
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creditable  person  could  be  expected  to  accept  it.     This  is  not  a  mere  matter 

of  irregularity ;  and  therefore  the  delay  in  making  the  application  is  not 

of  so  very  much  consequence. 
^The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute.         r«347 

C  JoneSj  Serjt.y  then  prayed  that  the  court  would  order  the 

release  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 
TiNDAL,  C.  J.    The  plea  having  been  taken  off  the  filci  the  defendants 

cannot  again  avail  themselves  of  the  release.(a) 

(a)  i  e.  in  that  action. 


FINDLEY  V.  HARRIET  FARQUHARSON.    June  12. 

Where  a  married  woman  obtains  a  yerdict  upon  a  plea  of  coverture  pleaded  by  her  in  per* 
son,  she  is  entitled  to  a  taxation  of  her  costs  out  of  pocket. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  cover  a  balance  of  32/.  due  on  two  pro- 
missory notes.  The  defendant  pleaded,  in  person,  that,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  supposed  promises  and  contracts  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
she  the  defendant  was,  and  still  is,  the  wife  of  one  £.  A.  Farquharson. 
Issue  being  joined  on  a  traverse  of  this  plea,  the  cause  was  tried  at  the  first 
sitting  at  Westminster,  in  Easter  term  last,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  defendant. 

Judgment  having  been  signed,  and  notice  of  taxation  given,  it  was 
objected,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant,  being  a  married 
woman,  and  having  appeared  and  pleaded  in  person,  was  not  entitled,  by 
the  practice  of  this  court,  to  any  costs.  The  master  having  declined  to 
proceed  with  the  taxation, 

Dowlingy  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  cause  why  the  master  should  not  tax  the  defendant  her  costs. 
He  submitted  that  there  could  be  no  reason  why  a  married  woman  appear- 
ing in  person,  should  not  be  allowed  costs,  like  *any  other  success-  r»Q40 
ful  defendant ;  and  he  stated  it  to  be  the  practice  of  the  courts  of  ^ 
Queen's  Bench  and  Exchequer  in  such  cases  to  allow  costs  out  of  pocket. 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  showed  cause.  The  defendant,  as  a  married  woman, 
would  not  have  been  liable  for  costs  ;(6)  so  neither  can  she  be  entitled  to 
receive  them.  [Maule,  J.  If  she  has  separate  property,  she  will  be  lia- 
ble.] There  is  no  suggestion  that  this  defendant  has  any  separate  pro- 
perty. In  Worthy  v.  Rayner^  2  Dougl.  637,  it  was  thought  necessary  to 
join  the  husband,  in  order  to  obtain  costs. 

Dotolingy  Serjt.,  was  not  called  upon  to  support  the  rule. 

Maulc,  J.  An  ordinary  person  gets  costs  without  appearing  by  attor- 
ney ;  and  I  see  no  reasonable  distinction  in  the  case  of  a  married  woman. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  Let  the  master  proceed  with  the  taxation,  on  the  princi- 
ple adopted  in  the  other  courts.  Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(6)  Sed  Tide  Beynon  v.  Margard  Jonet,  15  M.&  W.  566. 
▼OL/m.  28  T 
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DOE,  on  the  several  Demises  of  WILLIAM  WOODALL  and  HANNAH 
his  Wife,  and  of  JAMES  JONES  MORGAN  the  elder,  and  also  on  tbe 
joint  Demise  of  the  same  Parties  v.  THOMAS  LEWIS  WOODALL 
and  JAMES  JONES  MORGAN  the  younger.    July  6. 

Testator  devised  lands  to  his  son  for  life,  with  remaindere  in  strict  settlement  to  bis  issoe; 
remainder  to  the  testator^s  gramlson  A.,  for  life,  remainder  in  strict  settlement  lo  his  issue; 
**and,  for  default  of  such  issue,  then  to  the  use  of  my  grandchildren,  R,  C^  D^  and  £^  (bro* 
thers  and  sisters  of  my  grandson  A.,)  if  they  shall  happen  to  be  living  at  the  time  of  his 
decease,  for  their  lives  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  to  take  as  tenants  in  conunoo, 
and  not  as  joint-tenants;  and,  from  and  aAer  their  several  deceases,  and  the  decease  of  tbe 
survivor  of  them  the  said  R,  C,  D^  and  £.,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  all  and  every  tbe  son 
and  sons  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  my  said  grandchildren,  severally  and  successively  and 
in  remainder,  ond  after  another,  as  they  and  every  of  them  sliall  be  in  priority  of  birth  sod 
seniority  of  age,  and  of  the  several  and  respective  heirs  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  all  and 
every  such  son  and  sons  issuing,  the  elder  of  such  sons  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  being 
always  preferred,  and  to  take  before  the  younger  of  them  and  the  heirs  of  his  and  their 
body  and  bodies,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;"  and,  for  want  or 
in  default  of  such  issue,  to  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  four  grandchil* 
dren,  in  like  manner:  "and,  in  case  either  of  ihy  said  grandchildren,  B.,  C,  D^  and  £^ shall 
happen  to  die  leaving  no  issue  behind  him,  her,  or  them,  then  my  untf  and  mianing  is^  that 
all  and  singular  the  premises  herein  lastly  devised,  shall  go  and  remain  to  the  survivor  of 
them,  and  the  hei*^  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  in  manner  aforttaid;  and,  on 
ihilure  of  issue  of  v'dier  of  their  bodies  lawfully  begotten,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
the  same  premi?"^  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  my  brothers  F.  &  G.,"  &c. 

The  testator's  graMson  C.  survived  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and  entered  into  possession,  the 
testator's  son  ^nd  his  grandson  A.,  having  both  died  without  issue  >— 

JBeU^  that  C.  took  an  estate  for  life  only ;  the  effect  of  these  word»— »  shall  go  and  remain  to 
the  burvivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten  in  mammr 
aforetandy^'  being,  to  bring  the  lands,  in  the  event  to  which  the  clause  in  which  they  were 
foimd  applied,  within  the  preceding  clause,  which  gave  life-estates  to  the  grandchiidreo, 
with  remainders  in  tail  to  tlieir  sons  and  daughters ;  and  there  being  no  other  part  of  the 
will  to  which  the  words  of  reference,  **  in  manner  aforesaid,"  oould  be  applied. 

This  vras  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  to  recover  certain  estates 
situate  in  the  several  parishes  of  Llanellen  and  Llanover,  in  the  countjof 
*^501  Mon^^^^-  ^'^^  demise  in  the  declaration  was  laid  on  the  1st 
■'    of  NovemSer,  1843. 

The  following  ase,  under  a  judge's  order,  and  by  consent,  was  stated 
for  the  opinion  </.  this  court : — 
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Thomas  Morgan  being  seised  in  fee*sitnp1e  of  the  estates  in  question, 
duly  made  and  executed  his  will,  bearing  date  the  26th  of  November, 
1795 ;  and,  after  thereby  devising  the  estates  in  question  (situate  in  Llan- 
ellen  and  Llanover)  to  his  son  Samuel  Morgan,  (since  deceased,  without 
issue,)  for  his  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  a  limitation  to 
trustees  in  the  said  will  named,  and  their  heirs,  during  his  life,  upon  the 
usual  tmsts  to  support  contingent  remainders,  and  a  charge  of  an  annuity 
of  20/.  to  the  testator's  daughter  Ann  Llewelin,  (since  deceased,)  for  her 
life ;  with  remainder,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Samuel  Mor- 
gan, to  the  first  and  all  and  every  the  son  and  sons  of  the  said  Samuel, 
severally  and  successively  and  according  to  seniority,  in  tail  general ;  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  r*35i 
of  *the  said  Samuel,  in  tail  general,  and^  if  more  than  one,  as 
tenants  in  common,  with  cross-remainders  between  them,  in  tail  general ; 
with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  grandson  Thomas  Llewelin, 
(also  since  deceased,  and  without  issme,)  for  his  life,  without  impeach- 
meat  of  waste ;  and,  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  the  first 
and  all  and  every  the  son  and  sons  of  him  the  said  Thomas  Llewelin,  suc- 
cessively and  according  to  seniority,  in  tail  general ;  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  said  Thomas 
Llewelio,  in  tail  general,  and,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  with  cross-remainders  between  them  in  tail  general — ^the  testator  pro- 
ceeded in  the  words  following: — 

«  And,  for  default  of  such  issue,  then  to  the  use  of  my  grandchildreni 
William  Llewelin,  Samuel  Llewelin,  Alice  Llewelin,  and  Hannah  Llew- 
elin, (brothers  and  sisters  of  my  said  grandson  Thomas  Llewelin,)  if  they 
shall  happen  to  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  for  and  during  the 
term  of  their  natural  lives  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  to  take  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  from  and  after  their 
several  deceases,  and  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said  William 
Llewelin,  Samuel  Llewelin,  Alice  Llewelin,  and  Hannah  Dewellin,  to  the 
use  and  behoof  of  the  first  and  all  and  every  the  son  and  sons  of  the  body 
and  bodies  of  my  said  grandchildren,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Han- 
nah, lawfully  to  be  begotten,  severally  and  successively  and  in  remainder, 
one  after  another,  as  they  and  every  of  them  shall  be  in  priority  of  birth 
and  seniority  of  age,  and  of  the  several  and  respective  heirs  of  the  body 
and  bodies  of  all  and  every  such  son  and  sons  lawfully  issuing,  the  elder 
of  such  sons,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully  issuing,  being  always 
preferred  and  to  take  before  the  younger  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  his  and 
*their  body  and  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  to  take  as  tenants  in     r«352 
common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  for  want  or  in  default  of 
such  issue,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the 
bodies  of  my  said  grandchildren,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Hannan, 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  such  daughters 
respectively  lawfully  issuing,  the  daughters  of  each  of  my  said  gran(}« 
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.children,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Hannah,  if  more  than  one,  to  take 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;  and  in  case  of  the  death 
and  failure  of  issue  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  said  daughters  of  my  said 
grandchildren,  all  and  every  the  share  and  shares  of  her  or  them  so  dying, 
"when  and  so  often  as  it  shall  so  happen,  shall  go,  remain,  and  enure  to  the 
survivor  and  survivors  and  other  and  others  of  the  said  daughters,  and  the 
heirs  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  such  surviving  and  other  daughter  and 
daughters  respectively,  such  surviving  daughters,  if  more  than  one,  to  take 
also  in  equal  parts  and  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint- 
tenants  ;  and,  if  all  such  daughters  but  one  shall  die  without  issue,  or  if 
there  shall  happen  to  be  but  one  daughter  of  the  body  of  my  said  grand- 
children lawfully  to  be  begotten,  then  to  the  use  of  such  only  surviving 
daughter,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  issuing :  And,  in  case  either 
of  my  said  grandchildren,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Hannah,  shall 
happen  to  die  leaving  no  issue  behind  him,  her,  or  them,  then  my  will 
and  meaning  iSj  that  all  and  singular  the  premises  herein  lastly  devised, 
shall  go  and  remain  to  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her 
body  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  in  manner  aforesaid  ;  and,  in  failure  of  issue 
of  either  of  their  bodies  lawfully  begotten,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  be- 
queath the  same  premises  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  my  brothers  Charles 
^3531  ^^^%^^  ^^^  James  Morgan,  in  manner  ^following,  that  is  to  say, 
two-third  parts  of  the  said  premises  unto  the  children  of  Charles 
Morgan,  and  one-third  part  thereof  to  the  children  of  James  Morgan,  and 
their  lawful  issue,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  share  and  share  alike ; 
and  to  and  for  no  other  use,  intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever." 

The  testator,  by  his  said  will,  then  devised  a  certain  other  estate, 
called  Long  Barns,  to  his  said  grandson  William  Llewelin,  forlife,  with- 
out impeachment  of  waste,  with  a  limitation  to  the  trustees  therein  named 
and  their  heirs,  during  his  life,  upon  the  usual  trusts  to  support  contin- 
gent remainders ;  with  remainder,  immediately  after  the  death  of  the  said 
William  Llewelin,  to  the  use  of  his  first  and  other  sons,  successively  and 
according  to  seniority,  in  tail  general — remainder  to  the  use  of  all  and 
every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  said  William  Llewelin,  in  tail 
general,  and,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in  common,  with  cross- 
remainders  between  them  in  tail  general. 

And,  in  failure  of  or  in  default  of  any  such  issue,  the  said  testator  also 
devised  in  the  words  following : — 

«  To  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  him  the  said 
William  Llewelin  then  living,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  lawfully  issuing, 
share  and  share  alike,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint- 
tenants  ;  and,  from  and  after  the  several  deceases  of  his  brothers  and  sisters, 
and  their  lawful  issue,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  then  I  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  the  last-mentioned  premises  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  my 
brothers  Charles  Morgan  and  James  Morgan,  and  their  lawful  issue,  and 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  in  like  manner  and  form  as  the  premises 
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hereiDbefore  devised  to  tbem  in  remainder ;  and  to  and  for  no  other  use, 
intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever." 

The  testator,  by  his  said  will,  then  devised  another  'estate  at  r»ox4 
Guielog  to  his  grandson  Samuel  Llewelin,  for  his  life,  without  im-  ^ 
peachment  of  waste,  with  a  limitation  to  the  said  trustees,  and  their  heirs, 
daring  his  life,  upon  the  usual  trusts  to  support  contingent  remainders ; 
with  remainder  immediately  afler  the  death  of  the  said  Samuel  Llewelin, 
to  the  use  of  his  first  and  all  and  every  other  his  son  and  sons  successively 
and  according  to  seniority,  in  tail  general ;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  all 
and  every  his  daughter  and  daughters,  in  tail  general,  if  more  than  one, 
as  tenants  in  common,  with  cross-remainders  between  them  in  tail  gene- 
ral :  and  the  said  testator  then  proceeded  in  the  words  following : — 

<(  And,  in  failure  of  or  in  default  of  any  such  issue,  to  the  use  and 
behoof  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  my  grandson  Samuel  Llewelin  then 
living,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  share  and  share  alike, 
to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  from  and 
after  the  several  deceases  of  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and  their  lawful 
issue,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  said 
last-mentioned  premises  to  the  children  of  my  two  brothers,  Charles  and 
James  Morgan,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  in  like  manner  and  form 
as  the  premises  hereinbefore  devised  to  them  in  remainder.'* 

The  testator  also  then  devised  an  estate  at  Abergavenny  to  his  grand- 
daughters Alice  Llewelin  and  Hannah  Llewelin,  for  their  lives,  as  tenants 
in  common,  without  impeachment  of  waste — with  a  limitation  during  their 
lives  to  the  said  trustees,  and  their  heirs,  upon  the  usual  trusts  to  support 
contingent  remainders ;  with  remainder,  from  and  immediately  af\er  the 
decease  of  his  said  grand- daughters  Alice  and  Hannah,  and  the  decease  of 
the  survivor  of  them,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  all  and  every  the  son  and 
sons  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  his  same  grand-daughters,  severally  and 
successively  and  according  to  seniority,  in  tail  general ;  'with  re-  r«q55 
mainder  to  tliC  use  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of 
his  same  grand-daughters,  in  tail  general,  and,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants 
in  common,  and  with  cross- remainders  between  them  in  tail  general. 

And  the  said  testator  then  proceeded  in  the  words  following : — 

«  And,  in  case  either  of  my  said  grand-daughters  Alice  and  Hannah 
shall  happen  to  die,  leaving  no  issue  behind  her,  then  my  will  and  mean- 
ing is,  that  all  and  singular  the  premises  herein  lastly  devised,  shall  go 
and  remain  to  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  to 
be  begotten,  in  manner  aforesaid;  and,  in  failure  of  the  issue  of  either  of 
their  bodies  lawfully  begotten,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  brothers  of 
them  the  said  Alice  and  Hannah  then  living,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies 
lawfully  issuing,  share  and  share  alike,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
not  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  from  and  after  the  several  deceases  of  their 
brothers  and  their  lawful  issue,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  then  I  give,  de- 
▼isci  and  bequeath  the  same  premises  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  my 

t2 
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brothers  Charles  and  James  Morgan,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  in 
like  manner  and  form  as  the  premises  hereinbefore  devised  to  them  ia 
remainder." 

And  the  said  testator  then  also  devised  another  estate,  called  Park,  (sub- 
ject to  an  annuity  mentioned  in  the  will,)  to  his  grandson  Thomas  Llewe- 
lin,  for  his  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  a  limitation  to  the 
said  trustees,  and  their  heirs,  during  his  life,  upon  the  usual  trusts  to 
support  contingent  remainders ;  with  remainder,  immediately  after  tbe 
death  of  the  said  Thomas  Llewelin,  to  the  use  of  his  first  and  all  and  every 
his  son  and  sons  successively,  according  to  seniority,  in  tail  general ;  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  his  daughter  and  daughters  in 
tail  general,  and,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  with 
*3561  *cross-remainders  between  them  in  tail  general.  The  testator 
then  proceeded  in  the  words  following : — 

«And,  in  failure  of  or  in  default  of  any  such  issue,  to  the  use  and 
behoof  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  said  Thomas  Llewelin,  then  living, 
and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  share  and  share  alike,  to 
take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint«tenants ;  and,  firom  and  after 
the  several  deceases  of  his  brothers  and  sisters,  and  their  lawful  issue,  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  last-mentioned 
premises  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  my  brothers  Charles  and  James 
Morgan,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  share  and  share  alike,  and  to 
and  for  no  other  use,  intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever,  in  like  manner  and 
form  as  the  premises  hereinbefore  severally  devised  to  them  in  remainder.'' 

The  testator  by  his  said  will,  after  giving  powers  of  leasing  to  his  son, 
grandsons,  and  grand-daughters,  as  therein  mentioned,  and  making  certain 
specific  and  pecuniary  bequests  out  of  his  personal  estate,  gave,  devised, 
and  bequeathed  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate, 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  whereof  he  should  die  possessed,  unto  his 
grandson  Thomas  Llewelin,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  testator's  just 
debts  and  funeral  expenses;  to  hold  to  him  the  said  Thomas  Llewelin, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  And  he  appointed  him  sole  executor  of 
his  will. 

[An  entire  copy  of  the  will  was  set  out  in  an  appendix  to  the  case,  to 
which  copy  either  party  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  on  the  argument  of 
the  case.] 

The  testator  died  on  the  11th  of  June,  1797,  leaving  his  said  son  Sam- 
uel Morgan,  his  heir-at-law,  and  his  said  grandchildren  Thomas,  William, 
Alice  and  Hannah  Llewelin,  him  surviving. 

The  testator's  son  Samuel  Morgan  died  in  1803,  a  bachelor,  and  in- 

*3671    ^^^^^^  ^  ^^  ^^y  reversion  in  fee,  or  *other  interest,  if  any,  in 

the  estates  in  question  which  descended  to  him  as  undisposed 

of  by  the  said  will.    He  left  his  sister  Ann  Llewelin,  widow,  hi§  har« 

at-law. 

The  said  Ann  Llewelin  died  in  December,  1841^  intestate,  leaving  the 
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said  Samuel  Llewelin  (one  of  the  testator's  grandsons)  her  eldest  surviving 
SOD  and  heir-at-law. 

The  testator's  grandson  Thomas  Llewelin  died  in  September,  1829,  a 
bachelor  and  intestate,  and  leaving  his  surviving  brother,  the  said  Samuel 
Llewelin,  also  his  heir-at-law. 

Before  this  period,  the  testator's  grandson  William  Llewelin,  and  his 
grand-daughters  Alice  and  Hannah  Llewelin,  had  all  died  without  having 
had  anj  issue,  viz.  William  in  the  year  1815,  Alice  in  the  year  1823,  and 
Hannah  in  the  year  1810. 

Samuel  Llewelin,  the  only  surviving  grandchild,  entered  into  possession 
of  the  estates  on  the  death  of  Thomas  Llewelin,  in  1829. 

In  the  year  1838,  the  said  Samuel  Llewelin  executed  disentailing  deeds, 
under  the  act  for  abolishing  fines  and  recoveries,  (a)  viz.  indentures  of 
lease  and  release,  (and  which  were  afterwards  duly  enrolled  according  to 
the  said  act ;)  and  by  such  indentures  he  bargained  and  sold  and  released 
and  conveyed  the  estates  in  question  unto  William  Woodhouse  Secretan, 
and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  himself  the  said  Samuel  Llewelin,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever. 

By  his  will,  dated  the  25th  of  June,  1840,  and  duly  made  and  attested, 
the  said  Samuel  Llewelin  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  the  d^.fendants,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee,  and  died  a  bachelor  on  the  9th  of  September, 
1842,  leaving  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Hannah  Woodall,  his  heir-at-law. 

*[A  copy  of  the  will  of  Samuel  Llewelin  was  also  contained  in     r«35Q 
the  appendix  to  the  case,  and  either  party  was  to  be  at  liberty  to 
refer  to  it  on  the  argument] 

Charles  Morgan,  the  next  elder  brother  of  the  testator  Thomas  Morgan, 
(and  who  had  died  some  years  before  the  date  of  the  said  will,)  had  a 
daughter  named  Hannah,  his  only  child,  who  married  Thomas  Lewis,  and 
died  intestate,  in  the  year  1810,  leaving  an  only  child,  Hannah,  one  of  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  the  wife  of  William  Woodall,  one  of  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiflf,  and  mother  of  the  defendant  Thomas  Lewis  Woodall. 

James  Morgan,  the  other  brother  of  the  testator  Thomas  Morgan,  died 
In  1808,  and  had  one  child  only,  James  Jones  Morgan,  one  of  the  lessors 
of  the  plaintiflT,  who  was  bom  in  the  year  1775,  and  is  the  father  of  the 
defendant  James  Jones  Morgan  the  younger. 

It  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that,  on  the  death  of  Samuel 
Llewelin  a  bachelor,  Hannah  Woodall,  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff, 
became  entitled  to  two  undivided  thirds,  in  tail ;  and  James  Jones  Morgan, 
one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  to  the  remaining  undivided  third,  in  tail. 
And,  if  the  court  shall  be  of  this  opinion,  it  is  agreed  that  a  judgment  shall 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly. 

But  it  is  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff  did  not  become  so  entitled.  And,  if  the  court  shall  be  of  this 
opinion,  it  is  agreed  that  judgment  shall  be  entered  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  3  &  4  W.  4,  o.  74,  8.  3. 
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The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term  last. 
Channelly  Seijt.,  (with  whom  was  Talfourd^  Seijt.,)  for  the  plaintiff.(a) 
Under  the  will  of  Thomas  Morgan,  the  *festator's  grandson,  Samuel 
«Q59i     Llewelin,  took  an  estate  for  life  only.     The  true  construction  of 

the  will  of  Thomas  Morgan,  is  that  the  four  grandchildren  of  the 
testator,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Hannah  Llewelin,  took  estates  for 
life,  with  cross-remainders  between  them,  remainder  to  their  issue  in  tail, 
such  issue  taking  as  purchasers.  [Coltman,  J.  Do  you  say  that  all  the 
issues  are  to  take  jointly  ?]  As  to  that,  there  is  some  difficulty.  But,  if 
each  of  the  grandchildren  had  died  leaving  a  son,  each  of  such  sons  would 
have  taken  a  fourth,  as  tenant  in  common  in  tail  with  his  cousins.  It  will 
be  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  words — »<  and  in  case 
either  of  my  said  grandchildren,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Hannah, 
shall  happen  to  die  leaving  no  issue  behind  him,  her,  or  them,  my  will  and 
meaning  is,  that  all  and  singular  the  premises  herein  lastly  devised,  shall 
*3601     ^^  ^^^  remain  to  *the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or 

her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  in  manner  aforesaid" — in  the 
events  which  have  happened,  created  an  estate-tail  in  Samuel  Llewelin. 
But  the  words  «  in  manner  aforesaid'^  show  the  testator's  intention  that 
the  survivor  should  take  subject  to  the  previous  limitation,  the  language 
of  which  is  somewhat  different  from  the  last  referred  to :  he  did  not  mean 
to  alter  or  to  interpret,  but  only  to  refer  to,  the  previous  disposition ;  and 
under  that  the  grandchildren  clearly  took  for  life  only :  Cursham  v.  JVew- 
fand,  2  N.  C.  58,  2  Scott,  105.  In  Watson  v.  Foxon^  2  East,  36,  the  tes- 
tator, after  giving  estates  for  life  to  A.  and  B.,  devised  « all  and  every 
the  said  premises  to  all  and  every  the  younger  children  of  B.,  begotten  or 
to  be  begotten,  if  more  than  one,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them,  and 
to  the  heirs  of  their  respective  body  and  bodies  as  tenants  in  common,  &c., 
and,  if  only  one  child,  then  to  such  only  child  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  or 
her  body  issuing ;"  and  i*for  want  of  such  issue,"  he  devised  « the  said 

(a)  The  pointa  respectiyely  marked  for  argument  were  as  follow  >— 
For  the  plaintiff— That  Samuel  Llewelin  took  only  as  tenant  for  life,  and  that,  on  hia  death, 
a  bachelor,  Hannah  Woodall,  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  became  entitled  to  two  undi- 
vided thirds,  and  James  Jones  Morgan,  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  to  the  remaining 
undivided  tliird  of  the  estates  in  question. 

For  the  defendants— 1.  That  Samuel  Llewelin  was  tenant  in  tail : 

2.  That  the  ultimate  dispositions  over,  through  and  under  which  the  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tiff claimed,  were  void  for  uncertainty;  and,  consequently,  that  Samuel  Llewelin  became 
absolutely  entitled  to  the  property,  by  descent,  either  from  the  testator's  son  and  heir-at-law 
Samuel  Morgan,  or  from  his  grandson  and  residuary  devisee  Thomas  Llewelin : 

3.  That,  if  not  so  void,  then  that  the  Umitatioos  to  tlie  children  of  Charles  and  James  Mcn^ 
gan  were  contingent  remainders ;  and  that  the  limitations  as  to  two-third  parts  of  the  pre* 
inises  to  the  children  of  Charles  Morgan,  failed  of  effect,  by  the  death  of  Hannah  Morgan, 
tlie  only  child  of  the  said  Charles  Morgan,  befbre  such  remainder  came  into  possession  or 
became  vested: 

4.  Tliat,  if  not  so  void,  the  limitation  to  the  children  of  Samuel  Morgan,  and  also  that  to 
the  children  of  Charles  Morgan,  if  it  had  not  previously  failed,  as  before  mentioned,  were 
destroyed  by  the  descent  to  Samuel  Llewelin  of  the  reversion  or  remainder  in  fee  fiom  the 
testator's  son  and  heir,  or  from  his  grandson  and  residuary  devisee :  or,  if  not  so  destroyed, 
they  were  destroyed  by  the  execution,  by  Samuel  Llewelin,  of  the  dbentailing  deeds  of  1S3S. 
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prendses  to  C.  N.,"  &c.,  with  several  limitations  over;  and,  «  for  want  of 
such  issue,"  he  divided  the  said  premises  between  several  branches  of  his 
family.  It  was  held  that  cross-remainders  were  to  be  implied  between  the 
younger  children  of  B.,  from  the  apparent  intention  of  the  testator  from  the 
whole  of  the  will,  notwithstanding  the  use  of  the  word  respective  in  such 
devise.  So,  in  lAvesey  v.  Harding^  1  Russ.  &  M.  636,  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  (Sir  J.  Leach)  says:  «  Where  there  is  a  gift  to  two  persons  only  and 
the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  cross-remainders  will  be  implied,  although  there 
is  DO  expressed  intention  that  no  part  of  the  estate  shall  go  over  until  the 
failure  of  issue  of  both,  unless  the  limitation  to  them  be  successively,  seve* 
rally,  or  respectively,  and  then  the  remainders  over  will  be  several  and  re- 
spective." Here,  there  is  no  ^necessity  to  resort  to  cross-remain-  r*ogt 
ders  by  implication,  because  cross-remainders  are  expressly  given. 
The  testator  clearly  did  not  intend  that  the  children  of  his  brothers  should 
take  any  interest,  until  after  a  failure  of  issue  of  all  the  four  grandchildren. 

ByUs^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  H,  G.  Jones,  Serjt.,)  for  the  defendants. 
At  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  in  1797,  the  state  of  his  family  was 
this : — He  had  one  son,  Samuel,  and  a  daughter,  Ann,  who  was  married 
and  had  five  children — Samuel,  Thomas,  William,  Alice  and  Hannah. 
The  son  of  the  testator  died  in  1803.     The  daughter  died  in  1841.     Of 
her  children,  Hannah  died  in  1810,  William  in  1815,  Alice  in  1823,  and 
Thomas  in  1829.    Samuel,  who  survived,  entered  into  possession  of  the 
property,  and,  in  1838,  executed  disentailing  deeds,  limiting  the  estate  to 
himself  in  fee-simple.     He  died  in  1842,  having  by  his  will  devised  his 
estate  to  the  defendants  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee.     The  question  for  the 
consideration  of  the  court,  is,  whether  Samuel  LleweKn,  under  the  will  of 
his  grandfather  Thomas  Morgan,  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  took 
an  estate  in  fee,  or  for  life  only.     After  the  devise  to  his  four  grandchil- 
dren, for  life,  with  remainders  in  tail  to  their  sons  and  daughters,  the  tes- 
tator proceeds — «« And,  in  case  either  of  my  said  grandchildren,  William, 
Samael,  Alice,  and  Hannah,  shall  happen  to  die,  leaving  no  issue  behind 
him,  her,  or  them,  then  my  will  and  meaning  is,  that  all  and  singular  the 
premises  herein  lastly  devised  shall  go  and  remain  to  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  the  heirs  of  bis  or  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  in  mawMr  afore- 
loui." 

William  and  Hannah  Woodall  clearly  have  no  title.  Hannah  was  the- 
daughter  of  Charles  Morgan,  the  next  eldest  brother  of  the  testator  Thomas 
Morgan ;  and  she  died  in  18l0,  and  therefore  was  not  living  at  the  death 
*aod  failure  of  issue  of  the  four  grandchildren  living  at  the  date  r«ogo 
of  the  will.  [Maule,  J.  What  do  you  say  to  the  other  lessors  ^ 
of  the  plaintiff?]  If  Samuel  Llewelin  took  for  life  only,  then  they  will 
be  entitled,  the  one  set  to  two-thirds,  the  other  to  one-third  of  the  estate. 
Samuel  Llewelin,  however,  clearly  took  an  estate-tail.    The  words  used, 

<(to  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  to  be 

begotten,"  are  the  formal  and  proper  words  to  create  an  estate-tail.    The 
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burden  of  showing  that  they  were  intended  to  have  a  contrary  meaning,  rests 
upon  the  other  side.  The  question  is,  whether  the  word  <<  heirs"  is  to  be 
taken  as  a  word  of  purchase  or  of  limitation.  The  leading  case  in  modero 
times  upon  this  subject,  is  that  of  Lees  v.  Mosky^  1  Younge  &  C.  589. 
There,  the  testator  devised  as  follows:  <«I  give  and  devise  all  that  my 
freehold  ledse  of  a  farm  in  Prestbury,  and  all  and  every  my  chief  rents  in 
the  town  of  Manchester,  and  also  my  two  warehouses  in  the  said  town, 
unto  my  two  sons  Henry  James,  and  Oswald,  in  moieties,  as  tenants  in 
comtnon,  and  not  as  joint«tenants,  in  such  manner,  and  subject  to  such 
charges,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  (that  is  to  say,)  as  to  one  moiety  or  equal 
half  part  thereof  to  my  son  Henry  James  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
lawful  issue,  and  their  respective  heirs,  in  such  shares  and  proportions, 
and  subject  to  such  charges,  as  he  the  said  Henry  James  shall  by  deed  or 
will  appoint ;  but,  in  case  my  son  Henry  James  shall  not  marry  and  hare 
issue  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to  my  son  Oswald 
in  fee :"  and  it  was  held  that  Henry  James  took  an  estate  for  life  in  moie- 
ty, with  remainder  to  his  children  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee;  for,  that, 
whatever  be  the  prim&fade  meaning  of  the  word  <<  issue"  in  a  will,  it  is 
*3631  ^^^  ^  technical  expression,  and  *will  yield  to  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  to  be  collected  from  the  words  of  the  will ;  and  there* 
fore  it  requires  a  less  demonstrative  context  to  show  the  testator's  intention 
in  .regard  to  the  word  « issue"  than  in  regard  to  the  technical  expression 
«  heirs  of  the  body."  In  the  very  learned  and  elaborate  judgment  deli- 
veied^by  Af^derson,  B.,  in  that  case,  it  is  said :  <«  It  has  long  been  settled, 
ihot,  in  construing  devises,  the  governing  principle  is  the  intention  of  the 
stestaitor,  to  be  collected  from  the  words  of  the  will  itself.  In  order  to 
-aaeertain  that  intention,  however,  the  courts  have  adopted  rules  which,  no 
«dotibt,  it  is  very  desirable  should  be  as  clearly  and  distinctly  laid  down  as 
{posmble,  and  generally  acted  upon*  And,  with  this  view,  it  is  often  far 
better  that  the  particular  objects  of  individual  testators  should  occasionally 
be  frustrated,  rather  than  that  there  should  be  a  general  uncertainty  in  the 
titles  to  real  estates,  productive,  as  such  uncertainty  always  must  be,  of 
.expense,  and  presenting,  as  it  must  in  many  cases  do,  obstacles  to  the 
easy  transmission  of  landed  property  from  one  purchaser  to  another.  But,  in 
•endeavouring  to  attain  this  laudable  object,  the  courts  must  take  great  care, 
and  exercise  much  watchfulness,  lest  from  a  mere  love  of  generalization 
they  shake  titles  already  existing,  with  a  view  to  future  and  theoretical 
good*  Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  authorities,  we  think  that  it 
may  be  safely  laid  down  as  a  rule,  that,  in  a  devise,  technical  words,  or 
swords  of  definite  meaning,  shall  always  be  construed  according  to  their 
legal  4tt  definite  effect,  unless,  from  other  inconsistent  words  in  the  will,  it 
ht  quite  clear  that  they  are  used  in  some  other  definite  sense.  Thus,  if 
the  words  theirs  of  the  body,' — which  are  technical  words,  properly 
admitting  only  of  one  meaning, — are  used,  it  becomes  necessary  to  sbov 
aflbrmatively  that  the  testator  meant  clearly  to  oae  them  as  words  of  pnx- 
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chase ;  oFi  more  correctlj,  as  words  'descriptive,  not  of  all  the  r*oaA 
descendants  of  the  body,  but  of  one  definite  class  only  of  such  ^ 
descendants.  It  is  not  enough  to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  he 
intended  to  use  them  as  words  of  limitation^  or  to  show  a  probable  conjeo- 
ture  that  he  intended  to  designate  children  only  by  that  phrase.'*'*  And,  s^er 
referring  to  Jesson  v.  Wright^  2  Bligh,  1,  5  M.  &  S.  95, (a)  the  learned 
baron  proceeds :  <«  Another  instance  of  the  application  of  the  rule  with 
which  we  began,  may  be  found  in  that  class  of  cases  in  which  <  sons'  or 
<  children,' — ^which  in  their  proper  sense  are  words  of  purchase, — have  been 
held  to  be  words  of  limitation.  There,  in  like  manner,  it  must  be  demon- 
strated from  the  will,  affirmatively  and  clearly,  that,  by  these  expressions^ 
the  testator  meant  all  the  descendants  of  the  body  to  take  as  heirs.  There 
is,  however,  a  third  class  of  cases,  where  a  testator  uses  in  his  will  an 
expression,  in  its  ordinary  use  not  of  a  technical  nature,  and  capable  of 
more  meanings  than  one.  Now,  here,  the  investigation  takes  a  difierent 
course.  It  will  be  merely  directed  to  the  solution  of  the  question  in  what 
sense  the  testator  intended  to  use  the  expression,  and  to  ascertain  whether 
the  evidence  preponderates  in  favour  of  the  one  rather  than  the  other  mean- 
ing or  meanings  of  the  word  in  question ;  regard  being  always  had  to  the 
primd/acie  sense,  or  to  that  in  which  the  word  is  most  ordinarily  used,  in 
weighing  the  evidence  contained  in  the  will  upon  which  the  court  is  ulti- 
mately to  decide.  The  first  point,  therefore,  to  be  considered  is — whe- 
ther  <  issue'  be  a  word  of  this  nature.  Now,  we  think  that  this  sufficiently 
appears,  firom  referring  to  the  various  authorities."  He  then  refers  to  the 
statute  De  Donis,  13  Ed.  1,  c.  1,  where  « issue"  is  used,  to  denote,  some- 
times children,  and  sometimes  all  the  descendants,  according  to  the 
'context ;  and  tlien  continues :  «« But  the  authorities  clearly  show,  foaK 
that,  whatever  be  the  primd/acie  meaning  of  the  word  « issue,' 
it  will  yield  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  to  be  collected  from  the  will ; 
and  that  it  requires  a  less  demonstrative  context  to  show  such  intentkm, 
than  the  technical  expression  of  <  heirs  of  the  body'  would  do :"  for  which 
he  cites  Roe  d.  Dodsan  v.  Grew,  2  Wils.  322 ;  Ginger  v.  White,  Willes» 
340 ;  Doe  V.  CoUis,  4  T.  R.  294 ;  and  Ryan  v.  Cowley,  Cas.  temp.  Sag- 
den,  7.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  «<  heirs"  and  <«  heirs  of  the  body" 
are,  primAfadej  words  of  limitation ;  that  «  children"  is,  primd/acie^  a 
word  of  purchase ;  and  that  <<  issue"  is  an  intermediate  expression,  and 
may  be  read  either  as  a  word  of  limitation  or  as  a  word  of  purchase, 
according  to  the  presumable  intention  of  the  testator.  In  Poote  v.  PoeJt, 
3  B.  fc  P.  620,  the  devise  was — ^to  the  testator's  first  son  by  his  wife, 
begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  for  life ;  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders;  remainder  to  the  several  heirs  male  of  such  first  son 
lawfiilly  issuing,  so  as  the  eUer  of  such  sons  and  the  heirs  male  of  Us 
body  ^ould  always  be  preferred  and  take  before  the  younger  and  the  hetts 
male  of  his  body ;  remainder  to  the  testator's  second,  third,  fourth^  uid 
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all  and  every  other  son  and  sons,  for  their  several  and  respective  lives ; 
remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve,  &c. ;  remainder  to  the  several  heirs  male 
of  their  several  and  respective  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  so  as  the  elder  ci 
such  sonSf  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  should  be  always  preferred  and 
take  before  the  younger  of  the  same  sons,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  and 
their  body  and  bodies  ;  remainder  to  the  testator's  first  and  other  daugh- 
ters for  their  lives ;  remainder  to  trustees,  &c. ;  remainder  to  the  several 
heirs  of  their  several  and  respective  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  so  as  the  elder 
^oac-i  of  such  *daught€rSf  and  the  heirs  male  of  her  body,  should  always 
be  preferred  and  to  take  before  the  younger  of  the  same  daugh- 
ters, and  the  heirs  male  of  her  and  their  body  and  bodies.  There  were 
Other  clauses  in  the  will,  by  which,  after  giving  an  estate  for  life  to  the 
first  taker,  the  testator  limited  to  trustees,  &c. ;  remainder  to  the  first  and 
other  sans  of  such  first  taker,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  so  as  the  elder  of 
such' sons,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  should  always  be  preferred  before 
the  younger  of  the  same  sonSy  and  the  heirs  male  of  their  bodies.  And  it 
Was  held,  that  the  first  son  of  the  testator  took  an  estate-tail — there  not 
appearing,  upon  the  whole  will  together,  sufiicient  indication  of  the  tes- 
tator's intention  to  restrain  the  legal  effect  of  the  words  «  heirs  male  of  the 
body,"  and  to  convert  them  into  words  of  purchase.  In  intimating  the 
opinion  of  the  court  Lord  Alvanley  there  said :  <«It  is  contended,  that, 
according  to  the  rule  wHich  has  prevailed  in  cases  of  this  kind,  it  must  be 
holden  that  the  testator  meant  to  restrain  the  general  sense  of  the  words 
<  heirs  male,'  and  not  to  employ  them  as  words  of  limitation.  I  will  not 
give  any  opinion,  whether,  if  this  clause  had  stood  alone,  unexplained  by 
other  parts  of  the  will,  such  might  not  have  been  the  proper  construction. 
On  that  point  the  court  wish  to  avoid  any  determination.  Indeed,  if  this 
had  been  a  single  limitation  to  a  stranger,  the  construction  would  have 
depended  much  upon  the  liberality  with  which  the  judges  might  be  dis- 
posed to  consider  it.  But  it  appears  to  me,  that,  in  construing  limitations 
of  this  sort,  the  courts  have  never  deviated  from  the  general  rule,  which 
gives  an  estate-tail  to  the  first  taker  where  the  devise  to  him  is  followed  by 
a  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  except  where  the  intent  of  the  testator 
has  appeared  so  plainly  to  the  contrary  that  no  one  could  misunderstand 
*^671  ^^'  ^  ^^^^  ^'^'  however,  when  the  limitation  upon  which  the  'dif- 
ficulty arises  is  connected  with  the  other  limitations,  in  which  he 
has  used  the  same  words  clearly  without  intending  that  the  heirs  of  the 
body  should  take  by  purchase,  it  would  be  strange  to  suppose  he  intended 
the  heirs  in  this  limitation  to  take  as  purchasers.  I  take  die  rules  respect- 
ing the  constructron  of  words  in  wills  to  be  plain  and  well  settled.  Words 
are  always  to  be  taken  in  their  ordinary  sense,  unless  the  testator  has 
demonstrated  an  intention  to  put  a  difilerent  sense  upon  them.  Now,  the 
words  employed  in  the  first  devise  are  clearly,  in  their  ordinary  sense, 
words  of  limitation.  Another  rule  in  the  construction  of  wills,  isj  that 
neither  an  intent  manifested  by  the  testator  to^ve  only  an  estate  for  life. 
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nor  the  interposition  of  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  nor 
mere  words  of  condition  describing  the  order  of  succession  in  which  the 
devises  are  to  take  place,  nor  the  introduction  of  powers  of  jointuring,  or 
of  lib^y  to  commit  waste,  are  of  themselves  sufficient  to  vary  the  tech- 
nical sense  of  the  words  used.    It  must  plainly  appear  that  the  testator 
did  not  mean  to  give  such  an  estate  as  would  pass  under  the  words  used, 
unless  controlled  by  such  apparent  intent.    My  brothers  agree  with  me 
in  thinking  that  this  rule  must  be  rigidly  observed.''    So,  in  Douglas  v. 
Congrevej  4  N.  C.  1,  5  Scott,  223,  under  a  devise  of  lands  to  M.  S.  for 
life;  with  the  use  of  household  goods,  &c.;  remainder  to  J.  S.  for  life; 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  M.  S.  in  tail ;  remainder 
ove^  in  succession  to  divers  persons  for  life,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies  respectively  in  tail ;  the  aforesaid  limUations  to  be  in  strict  set^ 
tkment:  it  was  held  that  M.  S.  took  an  estate-tail — a  decision  which 
was  approved  and  acted  upon  by  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.(a)    In  Good" 
tight  V.  Pullyn^  2  Ld.  Raym.  1437,(i)  under  a  devise  to  A.  for  life, 
*and,  after  his  decease,  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  said     r«ogQ 
A.,  and  his  heirs,  for  ever,  but,  if  A.  shall  die  without  such  heir 
male,  remainder  over — A.  was  held  to  take  an  estate-tail.     So,  in  Cotd* 
son  V.  Coulsorij  2  Stra.  1125,  which  was  a  devise  to  C.  for  life,  remainder 
to  A.  and  B.,  and  their  heirs,  to  support  contingent  remainders,  during 
the  life  of  C,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  C.  lawfully  begotten, 
upon  a  question  whether  C.  took  an  estate-tail,  or  for  life,  a  case  was 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges  of  the  King^s  Bench,  who  certified 
that  an  estate-tail  in  remainder  vested  in  him.     <«  Here,"  says  Mr.  Fearne, 
((it  was  the  intent  of  the  testator  to  give  only  an  estate  for  life,  if  he 
meant  any  thing  by  the  interposition  of  trustees  to  support  contingent  re- 
mainders ;  for,  if  he  did  not  intend  such  an  estate  as  might  determine  by 
forfeiture  or  otherwise  in  C.'s  lifetime,  there  was  no  room  for  the  estate 
to  trustees  during  the  life  of  C. ;  and,  unless  he  meant  that  the  heirs  of  C. 
should  take  by  purchase,  and  not  by  descent,  there  were  no  contingent 
remainders  to  be  supported. "(c)   So,  in  Sayer  v.  Masterman^  Ambler,  344, 
the  devise  was  in  the  following  words : — <<  And  in  case  I  die,  not  leaving 
issue  bom  at  the  time  of  my  death,  or  in  venter  sa  mere^  which  shall  after- 
wards be  born  alive,  I  do  further  give  and  devise,  after  the  death  of  my 
said  wife,  to  my  brother  S.  S.,  all  those  my  several  estates  or  farms  at, 
fcc.,  during  his  natural  life,  with  power  of  making  any  jointure  or  jointures 
upon  any  woman  or  women  he  shall  marry,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  such 
child  or  children  as  shall  lawfully  be  begotten  by  him,  the  males  however 
to  be  preferred  before  the  females,  and  they  to  succeed  according  to  their 
births;  and, in  trust  to  preserve  the  contingent  remainders  from  being 
barred  during  the  life  *of  the  said  G.  S.,  I  do  give  the  said  se ve- 
nd estates  and  farms  to  my  dear  friend  Dr.  R. :  and,  after  the  de- 

(a)  Sec  Douglat  v.  Congrtoi^  1  Beavoiif  59. 

{b)  Cited  1  Feame,  Ccmt  Rem.,  lOth  edit  160.  (c)  1  Fearne,  161. 
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cease  of  my  said  brother,  and  a  failure  of  issue  as  aforesaid,  I  giTe  the 
said  several  estates  and  &rms  to  my  loving  brother  G.  S.,  and  the  heirs 
of  his  body,  the  males  having  preference  as  aforesaid,  and  snccefding 
according  to  their  births;  and,  to  preserve  the  contingent  remainders  from 
being  barred  during  the  life  of  the  said  G.  S.,  I  give  the  said  estates  and 
farms  to  my  said  friend  Dr.  R. ;  and,  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  said  G.  S., 
I  give  the  said  estates  and  farms  to  my  said  niece  M.  C.  G.  S.  died 
'without  issue.  The  question  was,  whether  G.  S.  took  an  estate-tail,  or 
only  an  estate  for  life.  The  court  held,  that  the  whole  inheritance  was 
not  vested  in  the  trustee  in  this  case ;  that  he  took  only  a  descendible 
freehold  during  the  life  of  G.  S.,  for,  the  word  estates  there  meant  only  the 
thing,  and  not  the  interest,  it  being  coupled  with  the  word  farms;  that, 
by  inserting  the  limitation  to  the  trustee  next  after  the  limitation  to  G.  S., 
the  case  would  be  like  CouJson  v.  Coulson^  with  this  difierence,  that  it  would 
not  be  quite  so  strong,  because  the  estate  was  not  given  to  G.  S.  expressly  for 
life :  and  they  referred  to  Lord  King's  opinion  in  Papillan  v.  Vcice^  2  P.  W. 
471,  that  the  limitation  to  trustees  did  not  control  the  estate-tail ;  and  the 
court  declared  that  G.  S.  took  an  estate-tail.  Here,  it  is  contended,  that, 
inasmuch  as  there  are  children  mentioned  in  a  former  part  of  the  will,  who  are 
to  take  as  purchasers,  therefore,  by  nrtue  of  the  words  « in  manner  aforesaid," 
the  successors,  under  the  devise  in  question  must  also  take  as  purchasers. 
Assuming  that  to  be  so,  much  stronger  words  have  been  expunged  in  order 
to  avoid  doing  violence  to  the  rule  in  Shelley*s  case^  1  Co.  Rep.  93.(aj 
•3701  *Thus,  in  Doed.  Candler  v.  Smithy  7T.  R.  531,  undera  devise  toA. 
and  the  heirs  of  her  body  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  commony  and  not  as 
joint-tenants,  and  in  case  A.  die  before  twenty-one,  or  without  leaving  issoe 
of  her  body,  then  to  B. — it  was  held  that  A.  took  an  estate-tail.  So,  in  Doi 
d.  Cock  V.  CoopeTy  1  East,  229, 2  J.  P.  Smith,  163,  a  devise  of  a  messuage 
and  land  to  R.  C.  for  the  term  only  of  his  natural  life,  and,  after  his  decease, 
to  the  issue  of  the  said  R.  C.  as  tenants  in  common  ;  but,  in  case  the  said 
R.  C.  shall  die  without  leaving  issue,  then  a  devise  of  the  same  to  £.  H.,  ia 
fee, — was  held  to  give  R.  C.  an  estate-tail,  in  order  to  effectuate  the  general 
intent.  Again,  in  Pierson  v.  Vickers,  5  East,  548,  2  J.  P.  Smith,  160,  un- 
der a  devise  of  all  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  whatsoever,  situate  atB., 
with  their  appurtenances,  to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  to  be 
begotten,  w^hether  sons  or  daughters,  as  tenants  in  common,  and,  in  de- 
fault of  such  issue,  then  over,  it  was  held  that  A.  took  an  estate-tail.  All 
these  cases  were  confirmed  by  Jesson  v.  Wright^  2  Bligh,  1.  [Tihdal, 
C.  J.  Regard  being  had  to  the  contingencies  that  have  happened,  the 
first  and  last  parts  of  the  will  exactly  fit  the  case  of  the  grandson  Samuel 
Llewelin.]  In  the  earlier  part  of  the  will,  parties  are  named  who  are  to 
take  by  descent,  as  well  as  others  who  are  to  take  by  purchase ;  why 
should  the  words  in  the  devise  in  question  « in  manner  as  aforesaid,"  be 
referred  to  the  latter,  rather  than  to  the  former  ?    Reading  those  words 

(a)  Vide  1  N,  &  M.  6S7 ;  7  M.  &  G.  939. 
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with  reference  to  the  whole  will,  they  are  just  as  consistent  with  the  one 
construction  as  with  the  other.  They  may  have  been  intended  to  have 
reference  to  elder  sons  taking  before  younger,  or  they  may  mean  that 
the  daughters  should  take  undivided  interests.  There  can  be  no  cross- 
remainders  with  reference  to  estates  for  life.  It  is  only  by  reason  of  the 
events  that  have  happened,  that  there  is  *any  thing  equivocal  in  r«37i 
this  will.  The  burden  lies  on  the  other  side,  to  show  that  the 
technical  words  are  not  to  prevail. 

Ckannellf  Serjt.,  in  reply.    It  is  not  denied  that  the  court  may  strike 
out  words  that  are  wholly  repugnant  to  and  inconsistent  with  the  general 
intention  apparent  from  the  whole  will.     The  words  <<  in  manner  afore- 
said,"  in  this  devise,  however,  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  general  in* 
tention  of  the  testator,  but  rather  in  furiherance  of  it.    In  the  first  place,  he 
intended  his  son  to  take ;  that  failing,  his  intention  was  that  his  grandson 
Thomas  Llewelin  should  take ;  and  in  default  of  the  limitation  to  Thomas 
Llewelin  taking  effect,  then  that  the  four  grandchildren  William,  Samuel, 
Alice,  and  Hannah,  should  take,  for  their  lives,  and  th6  life  of  the  survivor, 
as  tenants  in  common.     It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  cross-remainders  may 
not  be  implied  in  the  case  of  Kfe-estates.    In  2  Jarman  on  Wills,  478, 
is  this  passage :  «« In  a  former  work,(a)  the  writer  suggested  the  proba- 
bility that  the  principles  of  construction  upon  which  cross-remainders 
have  been  implied  among  devises  in  tail,  would  be  held  to  apply  to  estates 
for  life ;  and,  consequently,  that,  if  a  testator  manifested  an  intention  that 
property  previously  devised  to  several  persons  for  life,  as  tenants  in  com* 
mon,  should  not  go  over  to  the  ulterior  devisee  until  the  decease  of  all  the 
devisees  for  life,  it  would  be  concluded,  by  the  same  process  of  reasoning 
as  had  conducted  to  a  similar  conclusion  in  regard  to  devisees  in  tail,  that 
the  testator  meant  the  surviving  devisees  or  devisee  for  the  time  being, 
to  take  the  shares  of  the  deceased  objects.  Such  a  devise  recently  occurred, 
in  the  case  of  A$hley  v.  Aihkyy  6  Sim.  358,(i)  where  a  testator  devised  real 
estate  to  the  *use  of  his  daughter  A.  for  her  life,  and,  after  the     r«o72 
determination  of  that  estate,  to  the  use  of  trustees  to  preserve,  and, 
after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  lawfully 
begotten  and  to  be  begotten  on  the  body  of  A.,  to  take  as  tenants  in  com- 
laoD,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;  and  for  want  of  such  issue  of  A.,  then  to 
the  use  of  another  daughter,  and  her  children  in  like  manner.     The  mas- 
ter reported  that  the  children  of  A.  took  life-estates  only,  without  cross- 
remainders  between  them;  but  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.  C,  expressed  a  strong 
opinion  against  the  finding  of  the  master.     He  observed  that  but  one  sub- 
ject was  given  throughout ;  the  expression  <  for  want  of  such  issue'  meant 
^W.  of  issue  whenever  that  event  might  happen,  either  by  there  being  no 
^Idren  originally,  or  by  the  children  ceasing  to  exist.     His  honour  ac- 
<^diDgly  declared  that  the  children  of  A.  took  estates  for  life,  as  tenants 

(a)  2  Pow.  Dev.  by  Jannan,  623,  n. 

(6)  And  iM  Peara  v.  EdmMtki,  3  Younge  &  CoU.  240. 
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in  common^  with  cross-remainders  between  them  for  life."  In  Lowe  r. 
IkuneSj  2  Ld.  Raym.  1561,  where  the  testator  devised  to  B.  and  bis  heirs 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  <«  that  is  to  say,  to  his  first,  second,  third,  and 
every  other  son  and  sons  successively,  lawfully  to  be  begotten  of  the  body 
of  the  said  B.,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  first,  second,  &c. ;"  it 
was  held  that  B.  took  but  an  estate  for  life,  for,  that  the  subsequent  clause 
was  explanatory  of  what  «<  heirs"  meant.  Here,  the  whole  will  manifestly 
points  to  the  benefit  arising  from  survivorship.  Cur.  adv,  vidt, 

CoLTMAN,  3.f{a)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  in  the  events  which  have  hap* 
pened,  Samuel  Morgan  took  an  estate-tail,  or  an  estate  for  life  only,  under 
*3731  ^^^  ^^  ^^  Thomas  *Morgan,  in  certain  lands  in  the  parishes  of 
*'  Llanellin  and  Llanover,  in  the  county  of  Monmouth  :  if  he  took 
an  estate  for  life  only,  the  plaintifi*,  if  in  tail,  the  defendant,  is  entitled  to 
judgment. 

The  will — after  devising  the  lands  in  question  to  the  testator's  son, 
Samuel  Morgan,  for  life,  with  remainders  in  strict  settlement  to  his  issue, 
with  remainder  to  the  testator's  grandson,  Thomas  Llewelin,  with  remain- 
der  in  strict  settlement  to  his  issue — devises  as  follows: — «And,  for 
default  of  such  issue,  then  to  the  use  of  my  grandchildren,  William 
Llewelin,  Samuel  Llewelin,  Alice  Llewelin,  and  Hannah  Llewelin,  (bro- 
thers and  sisters  of  my  said  grandson,  Thomas  Llewelin,)  if  they  shall  bap- 
pen  to  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  for  and  during  the  term  of  their 
natural  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them,  to  take  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  from  and  after  their  several 
deceases,  and  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the  said  William 
Llewelin,  Samuel  Llewelin,  Alice  Llewelin,  and  Hannah  Llewelin,  to  the 
use  and  behoof  of  the  first  and  all  and  every  other  the  son  and  sons  of  the 
body  and  bodies  of  my  said  grandchildren,  William,  Samuel,  AUce  and 
Hannah,  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  severally  and  successively  and  in 
remainder,  one  after  another,  as  they  and  every  of  them  shall  be  in 
priority  of  birth,  and  seniority  of  age,  and  of  the  several  and  respective 
heirs  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  all  and  every  such  son  and  sons  lawfully 
issuing,  the  elder  of  such  sons,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  lawfully  issuing, 
being  always  preferred  and  to  take  before  the  younger  of  them,  and  the 
heirs  of  his  and  their  body  and  bodies  lawfully  issuing,  to  take  as  tenants 
in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  for  want  or  in  default  of  such 
issue,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  bodies 
of  my  said  grandchildren,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Hannah,  lawfully 
m^'jA']  ^^  ^^  begotten,  *and  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  such  daughters 
respectively  lawfully  issuing,  the  daughters  of  each  of  my  said 
grandchildren,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Hannah,  if  more  than  one,  to 
take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  in  case  of  the 
death  and  failure  of  issue  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  said  daughters  of  my 

(a)  TIndal,  C  J,  was  abaent  by  reason  of  Ulness. 
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said  grandchildren,  all  and  every  the  share  and  shares  of  her  or  them  so 
dying,  when  and  so  often  as  it  shall  so  happen,  shall  go,  remain,  and 
enure  to  the  survivor  or  survivors,  and  other  and  others  of  the  said  daugh- 
ters and  the  heirs  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  such  surviving  and  other 
daughter  and  daughters  respectively,  such  surviving  daughters,  if  more 
than  one,  to  take  also  in  equal  parts  and  shares  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
not  as  joint-tenants ;  and,  if  all  such  daughters  but  one  shall  die  vrithout 
issue,  or  if  there  shall  happen  to  be  but  one  daughter  of  the  body  of  my 
said  grandchildren  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  then  to  the  use  of  such  only 
surviving  daughter  and  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  issuing :  and,  in 
case  either  of  my  said  grandchildren,  William,  Samuel,  Alice,  and  Han- 
oah,  shall  happen  to  die  leaving  no  issue  behind  him,  her,  or  them,  then 
my  will  and  meaning  is,  that  all  and  singular  the  premises  herein  lastly 
devised  shall  go  and  remainJo  the  survivor  ,of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  his 
or  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  in  manner  aforesaid ;  and,  in  failure 
of  issue  of  either  of  their  bodies,  lawfully  begotten,  then  I  give,  devise, 
and  bequeath  the  same  premises  to.  the  iwo.of  th»  okiUtcw  m£  ■■j  l..  ti. ,  ■, , 
Charles  Morgan  and  James  Morgan,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say, 
two-third  parts  of  the  said  premises  unto  the  children  of  Charles  Morgan, 
and  one-third  part  thereof  to  the  children  of  James  Morgan,  and  their 
lawful  issue,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  share  and  share  alike." 

The  devise  to  the  four  grandchildren  and  their  issue  consists  of  two 
clauses  or  parts ;  the  first  giving  life-estates  *to  the  four  grand-  r«Q75 
childreu,  with  remainders  in  tail  to  their  sons  and  daughters,  in 
language  which  leaves  no  doubt  as  to  the  estates  which  it  gives  to  the 
grandchildren  being  for  life  only,  and  the  estates  to  their  sons  and  daugh- 
ters being  to  them  as  purchasers  in  tail.  The  second  clause  is  in 
these  terms : — <<  And,  in  case  either  of  my  said  grandchildren,  William, 
Samuel,  Alice,  and  Hannah,  shall  happen  to  die  leaving  no  issue  behind 
him,  her,  or  them,  then  my  will  and  meaning  is,  that  all  and  singular  the 
premises  herein  lastly  devised,  shall  go  and  remain  to  the  survivor  of 
them,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  in  manner 
aforesaid." 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted,  that,  this  last  clause,  being  a  devise 
(in  the  events  which  have  happened]  to  the  survivor,  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body  lawfully  begotten,  gave  the  survivor  an  estate-tail :  while,  for  the 
plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  that,  though  the  words  (« to  the  survivor,  and 
the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body,"  are  found  in  this  clause,  and  would  give  an 
estate-tail,  if  unconnected  with  any  thing  to  give  them  a  different  effect, 
they  are  found  in  connection  with  words  going  before  and  coming  after, 
which  show  them  to  be  mere  words  of  reference  to  the  preceding  clause, 
giving  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainders  to  sons  and  daughters  as  pur- 
chasers: so  that  the  effect  of  the  words — « shall  go  and  remain  to  the 
sunivor,  and  the  heirs  of  hb  or  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  in  man- 
ner aforesaid" — is,  to  bring  the  lands,  in  the  event  to  which  the  second 
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clause  applies,  within  the  preceding  clause,  which  give  life-estates  to  the 
grandchildren,  with  remainders  in  tail  to  the  sons  and  daughters. 

And  we  think  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the  clause.  Such  con- 
struction is  supported  by  an  examination  of  the  sense  of  the  particular 
words  used :  it  is  more  consistent  with  the  intention  of  the  testator  than 
♦^761  **^^  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff,  and  is  supported  by  the  au- 
''  thority  of  decided  cases.  The  clause  was  probably  intended  to 
supply  a  deficiency,  or  remove  a  doubt,  arising  on  the  first  clause,  as  to 
the  persons  who  should  take,  in  {he  event  of  one  or  more  of  the  grand- 
children dying  without  leaving  issue  ;  and  the  words  with  which  it  com- 
mences— "  my  will  and  meaning  is" — are  properly  introductory  of  an 
explanatory  or  supplemental  clause.  The  words  «« in  manner  aforesaid" 
are  necessarily  connected,  by  grammatical  construction,  with  the  words 
<<  shall  go  and  remain,"  and  with  the  intermediate  words  »« to  the  sur- 
vivor, and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  begotten  as  aforesaid." 
The  words  « in  manner  aforesaid,"  taken  in  this  connection,  are  an  ex- 
press rcibrcttce  losumc  luiinocr  uf  going  and  remaining  before  mentioned, 
by  which  an  estate  could  go  and  remain  to  a  grandchild  and  his  or  her 
heirs  lawfully  to  be  begotten ;  and  there  is  no  such  manner  of  going  and 
remaining  in  any  preceding  part  of  the  will,  except  the  first  clause,  which 
gives  estates  to  the  grandchildren  for  life,  and  to  their  sons  and  daughters 
in  tail,  which,  though  not,  in  words,  a  devise  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of 
the  sons  and  daughters,  is  a  devise  which  may  not  improperly  be  d^ 
scribed  as  one  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  the  sons  and  daughters, 
inasmuch  as  those  who  would  take  under  it  are  the  same  persons,  and 
would  take  in  the  same  order  of  succession,  and  for  the  same  extent  of 
interest. 

The  defendant's  construction  treats  the  words  <<  in  manner  aforesaid," 
as  something  inoperative,  and  without  any  effect,  in  the  meaning  of  the 
will,  which,  on  this  construction,  is  the  same  as  if  they  were  left  out ; 
whereas,  the  construction  of  the  plaintiff  gives  them  the  appropriate  effect 
of  saving  a  long  repetition  of  the  detailed  limitations  to  which  they  refer. 
<<  It  is  always  desirable,"  says  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  the  case  of  Meredith 
*3771  *^'  Meredith^  10  East,  510,  in  commenting  on  the  words  as 
^  aforesaid  J  « if  possible  to  give  effect  to  all  the  words  of  a  will, 
and  particularly  where  it  enables  the  court  to  give  a  uniform  and  consist- 
ent sense  to  the  whole  will." 

It  is  also  worthy  of  remark,  that  the  words  « lawfully  begotten,"  are, 
in  the  first  clause,  applied  to  the  sons  and  daughters  who  take  as  pu^ 
chasers,  and  not  to  their  heirs,  whp  are  described  as  «  heirs  of  their  bodies 
lawfully  issuing,"  or  simply  as  <«  heirs  of  their  bodies,"  without  the  words 
« lawfully  to  be  begotten."  And,  throughout  the  will,  it  will  be  ibuod 
that  the  words  « lawfully  to  be  begotten,"  which  occur  a  great  many  times, 
are  applied  to  sons  and  daughters  taking  as  purchasers,  and  not  to  heirs, 
with  the  exception  of  the  clause  in  question,  and  the  analogous  clause  ia 
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the  devise  of  the  Abergavenny  estate  to  Alice  and  Hannah,  in  which,  as 
in  that  in  question,  the  words  «  in  manner  aforesaid'*  are  used  to  refer  to 
a  preceding  clause  similar  to  the  first  clause  of  the  devise  in  question. 

With  respect  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  it  is  evident  that  the  con- 
struction which  gives  an  estate-tail  is  repugnant  to  the  intention  carefully 
expressed  in  the  words  of  the  first  clause,  giving  an  estate- tail  in  the  whole 
to  an  only  daughter,  which  immediately  precedes  the  second  clause,  and 
inconsistent  with  the  general  plan  of  the  testator,  as  shown  by  the  devise 
to  his  son  Samuel,  the  two  devises  to  Thomas,  the  devise  to  William,  and 
that  to  Samuel,  the  grandson ;  in  all  of  which,  the  first  taker  has  a  life 
interest  only. 

There  are  several  decided  cases  which  support  the  construction  which 
we  have  adopted,  and  none,  that  we  are  aware  of,  that  are  opposed  to  it. 
In  Idsle  V.  Gray,  2. Lev.  223,  Sir  T.  Jones,  114,  Sir  T.  Raym.  278,  302, 
315,  PoUexf.  682,  2  Shower,  7,  1  Freem.  462,  2  Atk.  91 ,  Eq.  Cases  Abr. 
183,(a)  •A.  covenanted  to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  E.,  his  son,     r»q7ft 
for  life  ;  and,  after  his  dpceasc,  u»  tko  «um  wf  tiir  ftrat  sun  or  me 
body  of  E.,  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  first  son ;  and,  for 
default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  the  second  son  of  the  body  of  E.,  and 
the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  second  son ;  and,  for  default  of  such 
issue,  to  the  use  of  the  third  son  of  the  body  of  E.,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
the  body  of  such  third  son ;  and,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of 
the  fourth  son  of  the  body  of  £.,  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such 
fourth  son ;  and  so,  severally  and  respectively,  to  every  of  the  heirs  male 
of  the  body  of  the  said  E.,  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  bodies  of  such  heirs 
male,  according  to  their  ages  and  seniorities:  and  it  was  held,  by  the 
King's  Bench  and  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  E.  took  an  estate  for  life  only, 
notwithstanding  the  express  limitation  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body.    In 
Lowe  v.  DavieSy  2  Lord  Raym.  1561,(6)  a  devise  was  to  Benjamin  Jevon 
and  his  heirs  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  that  is  to  say,  to  his  first,  second, 
third,  and  every  son  and  sons  successively,  lawfully  to  be  begotten  of  the 
body  of  the  said  Benjamin,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  first,  se- 
cond, third,  and  every  other  son  and  sons  successively,  lawfully  issuing: 
it  was  held,  that  Benjamin  took  an  estate  for  life,  and  not  in  tail ;  and  that 
the  clauses  which  followed  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Ben- 
jamin, were  explanatory  of  what  heirs  of  the  body  of  Benjamin  the  devise 
meant.     And  in  Meredith  v.  Meredith^  10  East,  503,  the  words  «  as  afore- 
said'' were  held  « to  draw  down  and  incorporate  "  the  words  in  a  former 
clause.     The  two  former  of  these  cases  were  cited,  and  not  denied,  in  the 
Case  ofJessan  v.  Wright^  2  Bligh,  1 ;  and  they  are  examples  (as  we  think 
the  present  case  is)  *of  the  rule  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  in  that    r*Q7a 
case,  that  the  words  heirs  of  the  body  «  will  yield  to  a  clear  par- 

(«)  Soe  aim  1  Peere  Wma.  90;  7  M.  &  6.  946. 

(6)  And  see  S.  C.  somewhat  differently  reported,  by  the  same  of  Law  v.  JUam,  BamaTclit* 
Ws  Rep.  in  E  B.  238,  8  Yin.  Abr.  258 
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ticular  intent  that  the  estate  should  be  only  for  life;  and  that  may  he  from 
the  effect  of  superadded  words,  or  any  expressions  showing  the  particular 
intent  of  the  testator ;  but  that  must  be  clearly  intelligible  and  unequi- 
vocal."    P.  53. 

In  the  present  case,  the  words  «  shall  go  and  remain  in  manner  afore- 
said," import  a  clear  and  distinct  reference  to  the  first  clause  of  the  de- 
vise, which  draws  it  down,  and  incorporates  it  with  the  second :  and  the 
clauses  so  incorporated  show  an  intelligible  and  unequivocal  particular 
intent,  that  a  grandchild  taking  under  the  second  clause  shall,  like  those 
who  take  under  the  first,  have  an  estate  for  life  only. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  must  be  for 
the  plaintiff.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.(a) 

(a)  And  see  Bacon's  Abridgm.  tit  Legacies  and  Dwises,  (D) ;  Doe  d  GalKni  v.  Goflwi,  5  E 
&  Ad.  621,  2  N.  &  M.  619;  Doe  A  LUuey  v.  Edwanb,  5  A.  &  K  95,  6  N.  &  M.  C33j  Hayes's 
Introduction  to  Conveyancing,  6th  edit,  vol  L  p.  542. 
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Fhe  mere  relation  of  principal  and  factor  confers,  ordinarily,  an  authority  to  sell  at  such  times 
and  for  such  prices  as  the  factor  may,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  think  best  for  his 
employer :  but,  if  ho  receive  the  goods  subject  to  any  special  instructions,  he  is  bound  lo 
obey  them. 

The  authority,  whether  general  or  special,  is  revocable. 

Quare,  whether  the  factor's  authori^  to  sell  can  be  revoked  after  he  has  made  advances  upon 
tb'^  credit  of  the  goods  consigned  to  him,  his  authority  then  being  coupled  with  an  interest! 

In  assumpsit,  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintifis  had  consigned  wheat  to  the  defendants, 
who  were  corn  factors,  for  sale  on  account  of  the  plaintiffs ;  tliat  the  defendants  then  prf> 
mised  the  plaintifis  to  obey  and  observe  the  lawful  orders  and  directions  of  the  plaintifls 
to  be  given  by  them  to  the  defendants  in  regard  to  the  sale  and  disposal  of  the  wheat,  and 
that,  although  the  plaintiffs  ordered  the  defendants  not  to  sell  below  a  certain  price,  and 
although  the  same  was  a  lawful  order  and  direction  in  that  behalf,  yet  the  defendants,  doc 
regarding  their  promise,  sold  at  a  less  price. 

Plea,  that,  after  the  delivery  of  the  wheat  to  the  defendants,  they  became  and  were  under 
advances  to  the  plainti^  in  respect  thereof;  that  tliey  gave  the  plaintiffs  notice  that  they 
required  to  be  repaid  such  advances,  and  that  in  default  they  should  sell  the  wheat  and 
repay  themeelves;  and  that,  although  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed,  tlie  plaintiffs  did 
not  repay  tliem  such  advances ;  whereupon  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  reimburs- 
ing themselves,  sold  the  wheat  for  the  best  prices  that  could  then  be  obtained  ibr  the 
same,  &c. .— • 

Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  substance,  there  b^ing  nothing  in  the  transaction  disclosed  upon 
the  record,  from  which  it  could  be  inferred  that  it  was  part  of  the  contnlct  that  at  any  time 
the  wheat  should  be  forfeited,  or  the  defendant's  authority  to  sell  enlarged,  so  as  to  enable 
tliem  to  sell  for  repayment  of  advances,  without  reference  to  its  being  for  the  interest  of  the 
principals  to  sell  at  that  particular  time,  and  for  that  price.     Vide  post,  p.  403  (r). 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants,  before,  &€., 
were,  and  still  are,  corn-fectors,  and  carried  on,  and  continue  to  carry  on, 
the  trade  and  business  of  a  corn-factor,  at  Liverpool ;  that,  on,  &c.,  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the 
defendants,  had  consigned  and  delivered  to  the  defendants,  to  wit,  as  such 
factors  as  aforesaid,  a  cargo  of  wheat  for  and  on  account  of  the  piaintifls|> 
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to  wit)  for  certain  reasonable  commission  and  reward  to  be  paid  by  the 
plaintifis  to  the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  they  the  defendants  undertook, 
and  then  faithfully  *promised  the  plaintiiTs  to  obey  and  observe     r»qoi 
the  lawful  orders  and  directions  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  be  given  by 
them  to  the  defendants,  in  regard  to  the  sale  and  disposal  of  the  said  wheat 
by  the  defendants  for  the  plaintiffs.     Averment,  that,  although  the  defend- 
ants, as  such  factors,  then  had  and  received  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  for 
the  purpose,  and  upon  the  terms  aforesaid  ;  and,  although  the  defendants, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  sold  and  disposed  of  a  certain  small  quantity, 
to  wit,  twenty  bushels,  parcel  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat ;  and,  although 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defendants  sold  and  disposed  of  another 
quantity,  to  wit,  six  hundred  bushels,  then  being  other  parcel  of  the  said 
cargo  of  wheat,  at  and  for  a  certain  price,  to  wit,  at  the  rate  or  price  of 
6s.  4(/.  for  each  and  every  of  the  said  last-mentioned  bushels  of  wheat ; 
and,  although,  afterwards,  and  afler  such  last-mentioned  sale,  and  whilst 
the  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  de- 
fendants as  such  factors  unsold,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plaintifis  ordered  and 
directed  the  defendants,  to  wit,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  not  to  sell 
any  more  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  under  Is.  per  bushel,  and  then  only 
to  the  extent  of  a  certain  portion  thereof,  to  wit,  to  the  extent  of  1600  to 
2400  bushels — and  although  the  iSame  order  and  direction  was  then  a  lawful 
order  and  direction  in  that  behalf,  and  the  defendants  then,  and  long 
before  any  of  the  sales  thereinafter  mentioned,  had  due  notice  of  such 
order  and  direction,  and  could  and  might  and  ought  to  have  obeyed  and 
observed  such  order  and  direction, — yet  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their 
said  promise  and  undertaking,  but  contriving  and  intending,  &c.,  did  not 
obey  or  observe  the  said  order  and  direction  of  the  plaintifis  so  given  by 
them  to  the  defendants  in  respect  of  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of 
wheat  as  aforesaid,  but  then  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  and 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  'sold  and  disposed  of  the  whole  of  the     r»qo2 
said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  at  and  after  the  rate  of     ^ 
much  less  than  Is.  for  each  and  every  bushel  thereof,  that  is  to  say,'&c. — 
[aUeging  a  variety  of  sales,] — and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defend- 
ants wrongfully  and  injuriously  sold  and  disposed  of  divers,  to  wit,  5375 
bushels,  being  the  remainder  of  such  residue,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  6s. 
for  each  and  every  bushel  thereof,  contrary  to  the  said  order  and  direction 
of  the  plaintiffs  so  by  them  in  that  behalf  given  to  the  defendants  as  afore- 
said, and  contrary  to  the  duty  of  the  defendants  as  such  factors  as  afore- 
said in  that  behalf:     Further,  averment,  that,  although  after  the  giving  of 
the  order  and  direction  aforesaid,  and  after  the  violation  thereof  by  the 
defendants,  and  whilst  the  remainder  thereinbefore  lastly  specified  of  the 
said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  to  wit,  the  said  quantity  of  5375 
bushels  thereof,  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  as  such  factors, 
unsold,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plaintifis  ordered  and  directed  the  defendants, 
to  wit,.assuch  factors,  as  aforesaid,  not  to  selj  the  said  remainder  of  tho 
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said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  wit,  with* 
out  further  directions  from  the  plaintiffs  in  that  behalf;  and  that,  although 
the  last-mentioned  order  and  direction  was  then  a  lawful  order  and  direc- 
tion in  that  behalf,  and  the  defendants  then,  and  long  before  the  sale  there- 
inafter mentioned,  had  due  notice  of  such  last-mentioned  order  and 
direction,  and  could  and  might  and  ought  to  have  obeyed  and  observed 
the  same,  yet  the  defendants,  further  disregarding  their  said  promise,  &€., 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  sold  and  disposed  of  the  said  remainder  of  the , 
said  residue  of  the  said  cargo,  without  any  further  directions  from  the 
plaintiffs  in  that  behalf,  contrary  to  the  last-mentioned  order  and  direction 
of  the  plaintifis,  &c.:  By  reason  of  which  said  several  premises  the 
plaintifla  had  sustained  great  loss,  &c. 

*3831  ^'I'here  was  a  second  count  in  the  same  form,  relating  to  an- 
other cargo  of  wheat. 
Third  plea — that,  after  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned had  been  so  consigned  to  the  defendants  as  such  factors,  and 
before  the  alleged  breaches  of  promise,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defendants, 
as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  became  and  were  under  advances  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the  said  consignment  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned,  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  to  the  amount 
of  3000/.,  and  which  said  sum  so  advanced  by  the  defendants,  as  such 
factors  as  aforesaid,  to  the  plaintiffs,  was  then  due  and  payable  by  the 
plaintifis  to  the  defendants,  and  which  said  advances  the  defendants  bad 
come  under  by  reason  of  their  having  accepted  divers  bills  of  exchange 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  at  their  request,  against,  and  on  the  security  o^  the 
said  cargo,  before  the  giving  of  any  of  the  said  orders,  to  wit,  on,  &c. ; 
that  thereupon,  afterwards,  and  before  the  committing  by  the  defendants 
of  any  of  the  said  alleged  breaches  of  promise,  they,  the  defendants,  gave 
notice  to  the  plaintiffs  that  they,  the  defendants,  required  the  said  sum 
of  money  so  advanced  by  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  in 
respect  of  the  said  consignment  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  to  be  repaid 
to  them,  the  defendants,  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  that,  if  the  plaintifis  did  not 
repay  to  them,  the  defendants,  the  said  sum  of  money,  they,  the  defend- 
ants, should  sell  the  said  whole  of  the  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat, 
and  out  of  the  money  to  be  produced  at  such  sale,  should  repay  them- 
selves the  said  sum  of  money  advanced  by  the  defendants  as  in  that  plea 
aforesaid ;  that,  although,  after  they,  the  defendants,  had  given  to  the 
plaintifis  the  said  notice  in  that  plea  mentioned,  and  before  the  commit- 
ting by  the  defendants  of  any  of  the  said  alleged  breaches  of  promise,  a 
*3841  '^^^'^^^l^  ^^^  ^'^^  ^®  plaintiffs  *to  have  repaid  to  the  defendants 
the  said  sum  of  money  so  advanced  by  the  defendants  as  in  this 
plea  aforesaid,  had  elapsed,  yet  the  plaintifis  did  not  nor  would  repay  to 
the  defendants  the  said  sum  of  money,  ot  any  part  thereof^  but  wholly 
neglected  and  refiised  so  to  do,  and  the  vfhoie  of  such  sum,  at  the  time, 
&c.,  lemaiaed  due  and  unpaid ;  and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  repayia^  ^^ 
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them,  the  defendants,  the  said  sum  of  money,  it  was  absolutely  necessary 
&r  them,  the  defendants,  to  sell  the  whole  of  the  residue  of  the  said  cargo 
of  wheat  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned ;  wherefore  the  defendants,  at 
the  sereral  times  when,  &c.,  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  for  the 
purpose  of  reimbursing  and  repaying  to  them,  the  defendants,  the  said 
sum  of  money  so  advanced  by  the  defendants  as  in  that  plea  aforesaid, 
sold  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  at  the  said  prices  in  the 
said  first  count  mentioned,  the  same  being  the  best  prices  which  could 
then  be  obtained  for  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  and  with 
the  moneys  produced  by  the  said  last-mentioned  sales,  being  a  less  amount 
than  the  amount  of  the  said  advances,  did  then  repay  and  reimburse  to 
them,  the  defendants,  so  much  of  the  said  sum  so  advanced  by  the  de« 
feadants  to  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  as  the. said  moneys  so  produced 
as  aforesaid  were  sufficient  to  repay  and  reimburse,  as  they  lawfully 
might,  &c. 

Fourth  plea — that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  notice  by 
the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs,  &c.,  the  plaintiffs  were  indebted  to  the 
defendants  in  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  3000/.  for  ad- 
vances before  then  made  by  the  defendants  as  such  &ctors  as  aforesaid, 
to  the  plaintiflb,  in  respect  of  and  against  consignments  of  goods  before 
then  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid, 
for  the  purpose  of  such  goods  being  sold  and  disposed  of  by  the  defend- 
aatSy  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  for  the  ^plaintiffs,  and,  by  reason  rvoog 
of  the  plaintiffs  being  so  indebted  to  the  defendants  as  in  that  plea 
aforesaid,  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  before  and  at  the 
time,  &c.,  had  a  lien  upon  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  in 
the  Brst  count  mentioned,  and  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  said  residue  of 
the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  after  the  same  was  sold,  for  the  said  sum  of 
money  so  due  and  owing  from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  as  in  that 
plea  aforesaid ;  and  had  a  right  to  have  the  said  last-mentioned  sum  of 
money  paid  and  satisfied  to  them,  the  defendants,  out  of  the  said  proceeds 
of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned ;  that  thereupon, 
they,  defendants,  after  the  plaintiffs  had  become,  and  whilst  they  were, 
so  indebted  to  the  defendants  as  in  that  plea  aforesaid,  and  before  the 
said  alleged  breaches,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiffs,  &c. : 
concluding  as  in  the  third  plea. 

To  these  pleas — as  also  to  two  others,  viz.  the  eighth  and  ninth,  which 
were  similar  pleas  to  the  second  count — the  plaintiffs  demurred  speciaUy. 
The  grounds  of  demurrer  to  the  third  and  eighth  pleas  were — that  it  b 
not  an  inference  of  law  that  the  defendants,  under  the  circumstances  in 
those  pleas  stated,  were,  as  factors,  entitled  to  sell  the  wheat  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  contrary  to  the  orders  and  directions  of  their  principals, 
the  plaintiffs — ^that  the  defendants  could  only  obtain  the  power  so  to  seU,  by 
reaion  of  some  agreement  with  the  plaintiffs  in  that  behalf;  and  that  such 
igreement,  if  made  subsequently  to  the  promise  in  the  first  count  men- 
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tioned,  should  have  been  expressly  pleaded — ^that  they  were  an  argumen* 
tative  traverse  of  the  promise  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  bad  as 
amounting  to  the  general  issue — ^that  they  were  uncertain,  as  leaving  it 
doubtful  whether  the  defendants  meant  to  admit  the  promise  in  the  first 
count  mentioned,  or  to  qualify  and  so  deny  the  same — ^that  it  was  either 
*3861  ^^  answer  in  law  *to  the  first  count,  or  was,  at  most,  an  informal 
and  untechnical  traverse  of  the  allegation  that  the  orders  and 
directions  in  the  first  count  mentioned  were  lawful  orders  and  directions 
— that  it  was  double,  in  relying,  not  only  on  the  advances,  but  on  an  ab- 
solute necessity  in  fact  for  selling — that  the  facts  creating  such  necessity 
should  have  been  specially  set  forth — that  the  allegation  of  absolute 
necessity  was  uncertain,  and  too  indefinite,  and,  if  intended  to  be  relied 
on  as  a  material  allegation,  it  should  have  been  more  explicit ;  and  that, 
in  its  present  indefinite  form,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  safely  take  issue  on 
such  allegation. 

The  grounds  of  demurrer  to  the  fourth  and  ninth  pleas  were  the  same 
as  the  above,  with  this  addition — that  the  defendants  ought  to  have  shown 
with  more  particularity  the  right  which  they  alleged  they  had  to  have 
their  debt  paid  and  satisfied  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  said  w^heat ;  and 
that  the  pleas  were  uncertain,  in  not  showing  distinctly  whether  such  right 
simply  resulted  from  the  defendants'  general  lien  as  factors,  or  whether 
such  right  was  acquired  otherwise. 

Ckannelly  Seijt.,  (with  whom  was  Taprelly)  in  support  of  the  demurrers. 
The  third  plea  sets  up  a  right  in  the  defendants  to  sell  the  wheat  in  ques- 
tion at  lower  prices  than  those  at  which  they  were  directed  by  the  plain- 
tiffs to  sell,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiffs'  omitting,  in  a  reasonable  time  after 
notice  to  them,  to  repay  the  defendants  the  amount  of  advances  made  by 
them  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  security  of  the  wheat ;  and  it  goes  on  to 
allege  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary  for  the  defendants  to  sell  the  whole 
residue  of  the  wheat  for  that  purpose,  and  that  they  sold  it  for  the  best 
price  that  could  be  obtained.  The  fourth  plea  sets  up  a  lien  on  the  wheat 
for  advances,  and  justifies  the  sale  for  the  purpose  of  repaying  the  defend- 
^^871  ^"^^  ^^^^  advances,  the  ^plaintiffs  failing  to  repay  them  in  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  notice.  These  pleas  are  clearly  bad  in  substance 
as  well  as  in  form.  The  declaration  alleges  a  duty  and  a  promise  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  as  factors,  to  obey  and  observe  the  lawful  orders 
and  directions  of  the  plaintiffs  in  regard  to  the'  sale  and  disposal  of  the 
wheat.  The  defendants,  by  their  pleas,  do  not  deny  that  they  received  the 
wheat  on  the  terms  which  are  stated  in  the  declaration.  If  they  rely  on  a 
right  of  sale,  they  rely  on  something  that  is  substantially  matter  of  con- 
tract. The  plea,  therefore,  amounts  to  non  assumpsit.  [Maule,  J.  It  is 
an  argumentative  denial  that  the  order  alleged  in  the  declaration  was  a 
lawful  order  in  that  behalf.]  If  the  defendants  had  been  under  advances, 
and  the  plaintiff's  had  ordered  them  not  to  sell  but  at  an  extravagant  price, 
that  would  not  have  been  a  lawful  order.    The  third  plea  is  also  bad  for 
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Qncertainty :  it  leaves  it  doubtful  whether  the  defendants  mean  to  admit 
the  promise  as  pleaded,  and  deny  the  lawfulness  of  Ihe  order,  or  to  deny 
the  promise.  Further,  the  plea  is  double,  in  relying  not  only  upon  the 
advances,  but  also  upon  the  absolute  necessity  for  selling — unless  the 
necessity  is  qualified  by  the  object,  viz.  the  obtaining  payment  of  the 
advances ;  and  then  the  plea  woidd  be  bad  in  substance.  The  defend- 
ants, as  factors,  clearly  had  a  general  lien  on  this  wheat  for  their  advances. 
A  lien  is,  however,  strictly  speaking,  matter  of  evidence  only.  It  is  a 
right  to  hold  in  pledge,  but  not  to  sell :  Dufresne  v.  Hutchinson^  3  Taunt.  1 17 ; 
Ralagh  v.  AUdnson^  6  M.  &  W.  670.  In  the  last-mentioned  case,  the 
declaration,  by  assignees  of  bankrupts,  stated,  that  the  defendant  was  a 
commission  agent  at  Montreal,  and  that  the  bankrupts,  before  their  bank- 
ruptcy, delivered  to  him  certain  goods,  which  were  not  to  be  sold  at  less 
than  invoice  prices;  that,  at  the  *time  of  the  bankruptcy,  a  large  r»oQo 
quantity  of  these  goods  remained  in  the  defendant's  hands  unsold  ;  ^ 
that  the  plaintifis,  being  assignees  of  the  bankrupts,  directed  the  defend* 
ant  not  to  sell  the  goods  at  less  than  invoice  prices,  until  he  had  rendered 
to  them  an  account  of  the  goods,  and  the  plaintifis  had  been  enabled  to 
judge,  and  had  determined,  and  given  the  defendant  notice,  whether  they 
would  redeem  the  goods  without  sale  or  not :  breach,  that  the  defendant, 
after  the  bankruptcy,  and  after  he  had  rendered  an  account  of  the  goods, 
sold  them  at  less  than  the  invoice  prices,  although  the  defendant,  after  the 
rendering  of  the  account,  and  before  the  sale,  was  required  by  the  plain- 
tifis, and  they  gave  him  notice,  to  send  the  goods  to  Englavidj  and  that 
they  would  redeem  them  without  sale.  The  defendant  pleaded,  that,  after 
the  bankrupts  had  caused  the  goods  to  be  delivered  to  him,  and  before  and 
at  and  after  their  bankruptcy,  and  whilst  the  goods  remained  unsold  in  his 
bands,  the  defendant,  for  advances  made  before  the  bankruptcy,  had  a 
liea  upon  the  goods ;  that  the  bankrupts,  before  their  bankruptcy,  and  afler 
the  delivery  of  the  goods,  in  consideration  of  the  advances  by  the  defend- 
ant, agreed  with  the  defendant  that  he  should  sell  the  goods  at  the  best 
market  prices,  and  realize  thereon  against  his  said  advances ;  that  the 
defendant,  relying  upon  the  authority  to  him  to  sell  and  realize  against  his 
said  advances,  permitted  his  advances  to  remain  unpaid  for  a  long  time, 
to  wit,  until  and  at  and  after  the  bankruptcy ;  that,  after  the  bankruptcy, 
and  after  the  defendant  had  rendered  an  account  of  the  goods,  and  whilst 
they  were  unsold,  the  plaintifis  did  not  tender  or  ofiier  to  pay  the  defend- 
ant his  advances  or  lien,  or  to  redeem  the  goods  before  the  defendant 
duMild  part  with  them,  and  the  said  goods  so  remaining  on  hand  were 
then  deteriorating  and  depreciating  in  price,  and  the  market  getting  worse ; 
wherefore,  he,  the  defendant,  *exercising  his  best  judgment  for  rtooo 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupts,  and  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees,  and  to  ^ 
realize  his  advances,  after  he  was  required  to  send  the  goods  to  Londonta 
be  redeemed,  sold  the  said  goods  at  the  best  market  prices,  according  to 
the  said  authority  of  the  bankrupts  to  him  in  that  behalf,  using  his  best 
VOL.  in.  31  X 
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judgment  therein,  as  he  lawfully  might ;  and,  after  ^ving  credit  for  the 
proceeds  under  such  sale,  there  still  remained  due  to  the  defendant  a  la^ 
sum  of  his  said  advances,  and  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  assignees,  were  still  indebted  in  a  lai^e  amount  on  account  of  the 
advances.  It  was  held,  that  the  breach  did  not,  by  alleging  that  the  plain- 
tifls  gave  the  defendant  notice  to  send  the  goods  to  England^  render  the 
declaration  bad  ;  and  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  it  showed  no  considera- 
tion for  any  agreement  which  deprived  the  bankrupts  or  the  assignees  of 
their  right  to  revoke  the  authority  to  the  defendant  to  sell.  Here,  the  court 
is  called  upon,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  treat  this  as  a  justifiable  sale,  inde- 
pendently of  contract.  In  Story  on  Agency,  p.  330,  s.  371,  the  law  is  thas 
laid  down :  <<  In  respect  to  the  rights  conferred  upon  a  party  by  a  lien,  it  may 
be  stated  that  they  are  generally  of  a  very  limited  nature.  As  a  lien  Ls,  ordi- 
narily, nothing  more  than  a  right  of  retainer  of  the  property,  the  party  cannot 
sell  or  dispose  of  the  property  in  order  to  satisfy  his  lien,  unless,  with  the 
consent  of  the  owner,  either  express,  or  implied  from  the  nature  and  objects 
of  the  very  transaction.  Thus,  for  example,  if  goods  are  consigned  to  a  fac- 
tor for  sale,  and  he  makes  advances  upon  them,  he  is,  of  course,  invested 
with  a  right  to  sell  them,  and  may,  out  of  the  proceeds,  satisfy  his  lien, or 
*3901  ^^^  ^^  ^y  ^^y  ^^  set-oflr.(a)  *Nay,  in  certain  cases,  where  he  has 
^  made  advances  as  factor,  it  would  seem  to  be  clear  that  he  may  sell 
to  repay  those  advances,  without  the  assent  of  the  owner,  {invito  domirM)^)  if 
the  latter,  afier  due  notice  of  the  intention  to  sell  for  the  advances,  does  not 
repay  him  the  amount."  To  this  the  learned  author  adds  the  following 
note : — «  This  point  has  been  expressly  decided  in  the  supreme  court  of 
Massachusetts,  at  the  March  term,  1839 ;  at  Boston,  in  the  case  of  Parker 
V.  BrancheTy  2  Law  Reporter,  46,  for  June,  l839.(ft)  In  Pothomer  v. 
Dawson^  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  383,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Gibbs  said :  <  Undoubted- 
ly, as  a  general  proposition,  a  right  of  lien  gives  no  right  to  sell  the  goods. 
But,  when  goods  are  deposited  by  way  of  security,  to  indemnify  a  party 
against  a  loan  of  money,  it  Ls  more  than  a  pledge.  The  lender's  rights 
are  more  extensive  than  such  as  accrue  under  an  ordinary  lien  in  the  way 
of  trade.  These  goods  were  deposited  to  secure  a  loan.  It  may  be 
inferred,  therefore,  that  the  contract  was  this:  <If  I  (the  borrower)  repay 
the  money,  you  must  re-deliver  the  goods ;  but,  if  I  fail  to  repay  it,  you 
may  use  the  security  I  have  left  to  repay  yourself.'  I  think,  therefore,  the 
defendant  had  a  right  to  sell."  Story's  inference  is  not  warranted  by  the 
authorities  he  cites.  Pothonier  v.  Dawson  was  the  case  of  a  pledge. 
Referring  to  that  and  other  cases,(c)  Mr.  Smith,  in  his  Leading  Cases, 
says :  {d)  <(  If  the  pawnor  make  default  in  payment  at  the  stipulated  time, 

(a)  Citing  3  Chitt  on  Com.  and  Manu£  551 ;  Puhamgr  v.  Doacwn,  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  383 ;  ^Uf  ▼. 
mtavdtny  16  Martin,  471 ;  Montague  on  Lien,  Pt.  1^  ch.  3,  pp.  23,  24 ;  2  Livenn.  on  AgeB* 
cy,  103,  104 ;  3  Kent,  Comm.  Lect  41,  p.  642,  (3d  edit) 

(6)  See  also  3  Chitt.  on  Com.  and  Manuf.  551. 

(<r)  Tudor  v.  WilMrn,  1  P.  Wmfl.261 ;  Lodewood  ▼.  Ewtr,  0  Mod.  278,  2  Atk.  303 
'  (^  VoLLp.lOO. 
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the  pawnee  has  a  right  to  sell  the  pledge ;  and  this  he  may  do  of  his  own 
accord,  without  any  previous  application  to  a  court  of  equity." 

Byks,  Setjtf  (with  whom  was  Cromptotij)  contrd.  The  pleas  in  queff* 
tion  are  good,  as  well  in  substance  as  in  *form.  Goods  having  r«qQ| 
been  consigned  to  a  factor  for  sale,  by  whom  money  has  been  ad«  '* 
vaoced  upon  them,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  principal,  after  notice  from 
the  factor  that  he  shall  sell  the  goods  unless  the  money  advanced  by  him 
is  repaid,  to  recall  the  authority  of  the  latter  to  sell  at  the  best  market, — 
the  authority  being  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  therefore  irrevocable. 
The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Dr.  Story,  and  for  which  he  cites  Parker  v. 
Brancher,  has  since  been  confirmed  on  writ  of  error,  by  the  supreme  courl 
of  the  United  States,  in  Broum  v.  M^Gran^  14  Peters's  Rep.  480,  where 
the  court,  after  stating  that  the  factor's  right  to  sell  may  be  controlled  by 
agreement,  say :  <«  On  the  other  hand,  where  the  consignment  is  made 
generally,  without  any  specific  orders  as  to  the  time  or  mode  of  sale,  and 
the  factor  makes  advances,  or  incurs  liabilities,  on  the  footing  of  such 
consignments,  then  the  legal  presumption  is,  that  the  factor  is  intended 
to  be  clothed  with  the  ordinary  rights  of  factors  to  sell,  in  the  exercise  of 
a  sound  discretion,  at  such  time  and  in  such  mode  as  the  usage  of  trade 
and  his  general  duty  require,  and  to  reimburse  himself  for  his  advances 
and  liabilities  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  ;  and  the  consignor  has  no 
right,  by  any  subsequent  orders  given  after  advances  have  been  made,  or 
liabilities  incurred,  by  the  factor,  to  suspend  or  control  this  right  of  sale, 
except  so  far  as  respects  the  surplus  of  the  consignment,  not  necessary 
for  the  reimbursement  of  such  advances  or  liabilities."  Thus,  treating 
the  right  of  sale  under  such  circumstances,  as  a  right  implied  by  law,  and 
not  as  a  matter  of  contract,  as  is  contended  for  on  the  other  side.  The 
mere  relation  of  principal  and  factor  clothes  the  latter  with  the  right  to 
sell  for  the  best  price ;  and  it  is  not  competent  to  the  principal  to  revoke 
that  authority  where  advances  have  *been  made  by  the  factor  on  r^ogo 
the  credit  of  the  consignment.  [Cresswell,  J.  All  that  Story  ^ 
says  is,  that,  where  goods  are  consigned,  the  factor  having  a  general 
discretion  to  sell,  the  principal  cannot  recall  the  authority  without  repay- 
ing the  advances.  Here,  however,  the  declaration  alleges  the  wheat  to 
bave  been  consigned  to  the  defendants  upon  a  promise  by  them  to  obey 
and  observe  the  lawful  orders  and  directions  of  the  plaintifis,  to  be  given 
by  them  to  the  defendants  in  regard  to  the  sale  and  disposal  of  the  wheat 
by  them.  That  is  altogether  a  difierent  contract.]  A  leading  case  upon 
this  subject  is  Gaussen  v.  Morton^  10  B.  &  C.  731,  5  M.  &  R.  613, 
^here  A.,  being  indebted  to  B.,  in  order  to  discharge  the  debt,  executed 
to  B.  a  power  of  attorney,  authorizing  him  to  sell  certain  lands  bebnging 
to  him,  A.;  and  it  was  held  that  this,  being  an  authority  coupled  with  an 
interest,  could  not  be  revoked.  So,  in  Wahh  v.  WkUcomby  2  Esp« 
^•P.C.665,  Lord  Kemyon  says:  "There  is  a  dtflerence  in  cases  of 
powers  of  attorney :  in  general,  they  are  revocable  firom  their  nature :  but ' 
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ther^  are  these  exceptions — where  a  power  of  attorney  is  pari  of  a 
security  for  moqey,  here  it  ia  not  revocable  ;  where  a  power  of  attorney 
\^as  made  to  levy  a  fine,  as  part  of  a  security,  it  was  held  not  to  be  revo- 
cable :  the  principle  is  applicable  to  every  case  where  a  power  of  attorney 
is  necessary  to  effectuate  any  security;  such  is  not  revocable."  The 
•way.  in  which  the  case  of  Pothonier  v.  Dawson  is  treated  by  Story  and  by 
Smithy  is  the  true  principle  upon  which  that  case  proceeded,  viz.  that  the 
power  of  sale  is  an  incident  implied  by  law.  In  Story  on  Bailments, 
2d  edit.  p.  206,  s«  308,  it  is  laid  down,  in  general  terms,  that  a  pledge 
implies  a  right  of  sale.  The  author  says:  <<  Another  right  resulting  by 
:oM-y    the  common  law  from  the  contract  of  pledge,  is,  the  right  to  *seU 

the  pledge,  when  there  has  been  a  default  in  the  pledgor  in  com- 
plying with  his  engagement.  Such  a  right  does  not  devest  the  general 
property  of  the  pawnor,  but  still  leaves  in  him  a  right  of  redemption. 
But,  if  the  pledge  is  not  redeemed  within  the  stipulated  time,  by  a  due 
performance  of  the  contract  fox  which  it  is  a  security,  the  pawnee  has 
then  a  right  to  require  a  sale  to  be  made  thereof,  in  order  to  have  his  debt 
or  indemnity.  If  there  is  no  stipulated  time  for  the  payment  of  the  debt, 
but  the  pledge  is  for  an  indefinite  period,  the  pawnee  has  a  right,  upon 
request,  to  insist  upon  a  prompt  fulfilment  of  the  engagement ;  and,  if  the 
pawnor  neglects  or  refuses  to  comply,  the  pawnee  may,  upon  due  de- 
mand, and  notice  to  the  pawnor,  require  the  pawn  to  be  sold."  For 
these  positions^  the  learned  author  refers  to  several  American  authorities. 
Hf»  then  proceeds  (ss.  309,  810) :  «  By  the  Roman  law,  a  right  of  sale 
Vras  given,  to  the  same  effect  as  in  the  common  law.  If  a  right  to  sell 
constituted  a.  pjart  of  the  contract,  it  was,  of  course,  obligatory.  If  no 
such  right  was  provided  for  in  the  contract,  and  a  sale  was  not  prohibited, 
it  n^ight  be  made  ;  and  even  if  prohibited,  the  pledgee  might,  after  rega- 
lar  notice  and  proceedings  against  the  pledgor,  have  a  right  to  sell,  upon 
his  default  of  payment.  The  sale  might  be  by  a  judicial  order  of  sale,  or 
by  the  act  of  the  party,  after  due  notice  to  the  owner;  and,  in  either  case, 
if  the  sale  was  bond  fide^  it  passed  the  title  completely  to  the  purchaser. 
Justinian,  however,  directed,  that,  if  any  mode  of  selling  was  prescribed 
l^  the  parties,  that  should  be  followed  ;  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any 
suph  stipulation,  the  pawnee  might  sell,  after  two  years  from  the  proper 
q9tice  to  the  party,  or  from  a  judicial  sentence,  and  not  before.  The 
*3941     "'^^^^^  nations  of  continental  Europe,  and  others  using  the  ^civil 

law,  seem  generally  to  have  adopted  the  rule  of.  requiring  a 
judicial  s^le.  The  Code  of  Louisiana  (of  1825,  art.  3182)  has  adopted 
the  like  course.  The  common  law  of  England,  existing  in  the  time  of 
Glanville,  seems  to  have  required  a  judicial  process  to  justify  the  sale,  or, 
ajt.le^st^  to  destroy  the  rigfadt  of  redemption.  But  the  law^  as  at  present 
established^  leaves  an  election  to  the  pawnee.  He  may  file  a  bill  in 
e^vilj^i^gaiQ^t  the  pawnoir  for  a  foreclosure  and-^e;  or  be  may  proceed 
tf,  9eU,jer  mtro  tn^tih  upon  giving  due  notice,  of- hi3 ^intention  to  the 
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pledgor.    In  the  latter  case,  if  the  sale  is  hanAfide^  and  reasohably  made; 
it  will  be  equally  as  obligatory  as  in  the  first  case."     The  law  is  simi- 
larly laid  down  in  2  Kent's  Commentaries,  3d  edit.  p.  642,  a  work 
of  considerable  authority.     In  Bell's  principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland, 
4di  edit.  514,  s.  1364,  treating  of  pledge,  it  is  said :  «It  gives  no  powei^ 
to  sell  without  the  warrant  of  a  judge  ;  nor  to  make  use  of  the  subject ; 
and  the  fruits,  if  reaped,  go  to  the  extinction  of  the  debt.     The  right  con- 
ferred is,  merely  to  retain  in  security,  and  to  resist  all  attempts  by  the 
owner,  or  those  in  his  rig^t,  to  recover  the  possession,  till  the  debt  be 
satisfied.     But  it  is  a  real  right  completed  by  delivery  and  possession, 
which  delivery  can  be  given  effectually  only  by  one  having  the  ownership 
or  disposal.     This,  with  continued  possession  of  the  thing  impledged, 
are  necessary  to  the  creation  and  continuance  of  the  real  right  in  the 
pledgee.     A  factor  who  has  the  goods  of  his  principal  in  his  hand,  can 
etfectually  pledge  them,  or  take  advances  on  their  consignment."    The 
right  of  sale  exists  by  the  law  of  France.     By  the  Code  de  Commerce, 
tit.  vi.  s.  1,  art.  93,  it  is  provided,  that  «a  factor  who  makes  advances 
on  goods  sent  to  him  from  another  place  for  the  purpose  of  being  sold  on 
account  of  a  consrituent,  has  the  privilege  of  reimbursing  *him-     r*Q95 
self  of  his  advances,  interest,  and  expenses,  from  the  proceeds 
of  the  goods,  when  the  goods  are'  at  his  disposal,  in  his  warehouse,  or  in 
a  public  store,  or  where,  before  they  may  have  reached,  he  can  prove  by 
a  bill  of  lading,  or  by  a  letter  of  advice,  that  they  have  been  despatched. 
If  (art.  94)  the  goods  have  been  sold  and  delivered  on  account  of  the 
constituent,  the  factor  reimburses  himself  his  advances,  interest,  and  ex- 
penses, from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale ;  and  that  in  preference  to  the  con- 
stituent's creditors."     This  question  was  mooted  in  Warner  v.  M^Kat/i 
1  M.  &  W.  597,  and  Parke,  B.,  intimated  an  opinion  that  the  factor 
might  sell  to  reimburse  himself  for  advances.     The  result  of  the  authori- 
ties seems  to  be,  that,  where  there  is  a  general  consignment  for  sale,  the 
moment  advances  are  made,  the  law  engrafts  upon  the  contract  a  condi- 
tion to  the  effect  stated  by  Story.     Where  a  contract  is  made  subject  to  a 
condition,  the  plaintiff  may  declare  upon  the  contract,  without  noticing 
the  condition :  the  defendant  may  plead  it :  Smart  v.  Hyde^  8  M.  &  W. 
723.     [Maule,  J.    You  have  not  pleaded  the  condition  here  :  if  the  con- 
dition is  implied  in  the  declaration,  the  objection  that  the  plea  amounts 
to  non  assumpsit,  is  answered.]     Then  it  is  said  that  there  is  no  traverse 
of  the  lawful  orders :  that,  however,  would  be  to  traverse  a  mere  legal 
inference.    If  the  pleas  are  good  in  substance,  they  are  also  good  in  point 
of  form. 

Channellf  Serjt.,  in  rq>ly.  The  position  contended  for  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  is  not  sustained  by  the  authorities  cited.  The  passage  in 
Story  on  Bailments,  §  308,  is  not  in  conformity  with  our  law ;  or,  if  cor- 
rect, it  must  be  understood  as  to  pledges  of  a  different  character ;  for  in 
§  311  he  says:  «  The  case  of  pawns  seems  in  this  respect  distinguishable 
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!^3961  '^"^  ^^  *ordinary  case  of  liens ;  for,  a  mere  right  of  lien  ii  not 
understood  to  carry  v^ith  it  any  general  right  of  sale  to  secuw  an 
indemnity.  The  foundation  of  the  distinction  rests  in  this,  that  tht  con- 
tract of  pledge  carries  an  implication  that  the  security  shall  be  made 
effectual  to  discharge  the  obligation ;  but,  in  the  case  of  a  lien,  nothing  is 
supposed  to  be  given  but  a  right  of  retention  or  detainer,  unless  under 
special  circumstances.'*  In  Clark  v.  Gilbert^  2  N.  C.  343,  2  Scott,  520, 
it  was  not  contended  that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  sell  the  pledge  to 
repay  himself.  The  right  to  sell  cannot  be  treated  as  an  inference  of  law. 
Story,  in  his  Law  of  Agency,  p.  333,  s.  375,  says :  <(  From  what  has 
already  been  said,  it  is  clear  that  all  general  liens  have  their  origin  in  the 
positive  or  implied  agreement  of  the  parties.  Some  of  them,  however, 
have  now,  by  the  general  usage  of  trade,  become  so  fixed  and  invariable, 
that  no  proof  whatsoever  is  required  to  establish  their  existence;  but 
courts  of  justice  take  notice  of  them  as  a  matter  of  course.(a)  Others, 
again,  are  so  variable  and  uncertain,  or  are  so  much  affected  by  local 
usages,  that,  in  all  cases  of  controversy,  they  are  required  to  be  established 
by  competent  proofs,  before  they  are  admitted.  In  practice,  however, 
except  for  this  purpose,  the  distinction  between  general  liens  by  the  usage 
of  trade,  and  those  arising  from  positive  or  special  agreement,  is  little  at- 
tended to."  As  to  the  question  of  condition ;  Smart  v.  Hyde  stands  on  a 
particular  footing,  and  does  not  warrant  the  deduction  sought  to  be  drawn 
from  it.  Here,  the  plea  neither  traverses,  nor  confesses  and  avoids,  the 
promise  declared  on,  and  is  clearly  bad ;  Whittaker  v.  Mason^  2  N.  C.  359, 
2  Scott,  567 ;  Smith  v.  Dixtm,  7  Ad.  &  E.  1,  2  N.  &  P.  1 ;  JVosA  v.  Breeziy 
11  M.  &  W.  352. 

^3971        *CoLTacAN,  J.,  (in  the  absence  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,)  now  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  in  which  the  plaintiff  declared, — for 
that  whereas  the  defendants  were  and  are  corn-factors  at  Liverpool,  and 
heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  23d  of  June,  1842,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiffs,  at  the  requests  of  the  defendants,  had  consigned  and  delivered 
to  them,  as  such  factors,  a  cargo  consisting  of  8563  bushels  of  wheat,  to 
be  sold  and  disposed  of  by  the  defendants,  as  such  factors,  for  and  on 
account  of  the  plaintiSs,  for  reasonable  commission  and  reward  to  be  paid 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  the  defendants  promised 
to  obey  and  observe  the  lawful  orders  and  directions  of  the  piaintifls,  to 
be  given  by  them  to  the  defendants,  in  regard  to  the  sale  and  disposal  of 
the  wheat ;  that  the  defendants  afterwards  sold  and  disposed  of  a  small 
part  of  the  wheat  at  65.  4(^.  per  bushel,  and  that,  although  the  piaintifls 
ordered  them  not  to  sell  any  more  for  less  than  7^.  per  bushel,  yet  the 
defendants  sold  for  lower  prices.  There  was  a  second  count,  in  the  same 
%rm,  respecting  another  cargo  of  wheat. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  that,  after  the  cargo 

(a)  Vide  BrwMo  t.  Bamen^  6  M.  &  G.  670,  n.  (iQ. 
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of  wheat  therein  mentioned  had  been  so  consigned  to  the  defendants,  as 
SQch  factors,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  alleged  breach  of  promise, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  deft^ndants,  as  such  factors,  became,  and  were  under 
advances  to  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the  said  consignment  of  the  said 
cargo  of  wheat,  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  3000/.,  and 
which  said  sum  so  advanced  to  the  plaintiffs  was  then  due  and  payable 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  and  which  advances  the  defendant  had 
come  under  by  reason  of  their  having  accepted  divers  bills  of  exchange 
for  the  plaintifis,  and  at  their  request,  against,  and  on  the  security  of,  the 
said  cargo,  before  the  giving  of  any  of  *the  orders  in  the  said  rwooo 
first  count  mentioned ;  that,  afterwards,  and  before  the  committing  ^ 
of  the  alleged  breach  of  promise,  the  defendants  gave  notice  to  the  plain- 
tifis that  they  required  the  said  sum  of  money,  so  advanced  by  them  as 
such  factors,  to  be  repaid  to  them,  and  that,  if  the  plaintiffs  did  not  repay 
them,  they,  the  defendants,  should  sell  the  whole  of  the  residue  of  the  said 
wheat,  and,  out  of  the  money  produced  by  such  sale,  should  repay  them- 
selves the  money  advanced  ;  that  a  reasonable  time  for  repayment  elapsed, 
and  that  the  plaintifis  did  not  repay  the  advances ;  and  that,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  repaying  to  them,  the  defendants,  the  money  so  advanced,  it  was 
absolutely  necessary  for  the  defendants  to  sell  the  whole  of  the  residue  of 
the  said  wheats  wherefore,  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  and  repaying 
to  them  the  sums  advanced,  they  sold  the  residue  of  the  wheat,  for  the 
prices  in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same  being  the 
best  prices  which  could  be  obtained  for  the  same ;  and  that  the  proceeds 
were  not  sufficient  to  repay  to  the  defendants  the  whole  of  the  money  ad- 
vanced by  them. 

The  fourth  plea  stated  that  the  plaintiffs  were  indebted  to  the  defend- 
ants,  as  factors,  for  advances  against  other  consignments,  and  that  they 
had  a  lien  upon  the  wheat  in  question  for  such  advances,  and  a  right  to 
have  them  repaid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  wheat :  it  then  stated  notice 
and  non-payment,  and  the  sale  of  the  wheat,  as  before. 

Similar  pleas  were  pleaded  to  the  second  count. 

To  each  of  these  pleas  there  was  a  demurrer.  In  that  to  the  first 
of  them,  many  special  causes  of  demurrer  were  assigned: — that  it  was  an 
ai^mentative  traverse  of  the  promise,  and  bad  as  amounting  to  the  gene- 
ral issue ;  for,  that,  in  answer  to  an  averment  in  the  declaration  that  the 
defendants  promised  to  obey  the  lawful  orders  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  defend- 
ants by  that  *plea  professed  to  show  that  they  only  promised  to  rcogo 
obey  such  orders  as  should  not  be  inconsistent  with  the  right 
which  they  claimed,  to  sell,  in  order  to  repay  advances;  that  it  was  un- 
certain whether  they  meant  to  admit  or  deny  their  promise,  as  in  the  first 
count  mentioned;  that,  if  they  meant  to  insist  that  the  advances  gave 
them  a  subsequent  authority  to  disobey  the  plaintifif's  orders,  such  autho- 
rity should  have  been  pleaded  as  the  result  of  an  express  agreement,  and 
should  not  have  been  left  as  a  mere  inference  of  law,  &c. 
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On  the  argument  of  this  demurrer,  several  objections  in  point  of  femt 
were  urged  against  the  plea ;  and  also,  that  it  was  bad  in  substance, 
which,  of  course,  was  the  most  important  question.  In  order  to  answer 
it,  let  us  inquire  what  are  the  relative  positions  of  principal  and  factor  ton 
sale.  From  the  mere  relation  of  principal  and  factor,  the  latter  derives 
an  authority  to  sell  at  such  times  and  for  such  prices  as  he  may,  in  the 
exercise  of  his  discretion,  think  best  for  his  employer ;  but,  if  he  receives 
the  goods,  subject  to  any  special  instructions,  he  is  bound  to  obey  them ; 
and  the  authority,  whether  general  or  special,  is  revocable.  This  was  not 
denied,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants :  but  it  was  contended,  that,  where  a 
factor  has  advanced  money  on  goods  consigned  to  him  for  sale,  the  autho- 
rity to  sell  is  irrevocable,  because  coupled  with  an  interest.  That  may  be 
true ;  but  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendants  to  maintain  also,  that,  on 
the  failure  of  the  principal  to  repay  such  advances  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  demand,  the  authority  of  the  factor  is  enlarged,  and  that  he  has 
an  absolute  right  to  sell  at  any  time  for  the  best  price  that  can  be  obtained, 
without  regard  to  the  interests  of  the  principal,  and  without  regard  to  the 
nature  of  the  authority  originally  given.  No  case  was  cited  in  which  this 
point  appears  to  have  been  decided  in  an  English  court.  In  Warner  v. 
*4001  "^'^^y?  ^^  ^^^  incidentally  ^mentioned  ;  and,  as  far  as  any  opi- 
^  nion  of  the  judges  can  be  collected  from  the  report,  it  would  seem 
that  Parke,  B.,  thought  a  factor  might  sell  to  pay  advances,  and  that  Lord 
Abinger  was  of  a  different  opinion :  and,  certainly,  nothing  which  then 
passed  can  be  treated  as  an  authority  for  our  guidance  in  this  case.  But 
we  were  referred  to  a  passage  in  Story's  Law  of  Agency,  in  his  chapter 
«  On  the  Right  of  Lien  of  Agents,"  where  he  says :  <<  In  certain  cases 
where  he  has  made  advances,  as  factor,  it  would  seem  to  be  clear  that  he 
may  sell  to  repay  those  advances,  without  the  assent  of  the  owner,  {inmt^ 
dominoy)  if  the  latter,  after  due  notice  of  the  intention  to  sell  for  advances, 
does  not  repay  him  the  amount :"  and  for  this  he  cites  a  decision  in  the 
supreme  court  of  Massachusetts,  and  refers  also  to  Pothonier  v.  Dawson, 
The  latter  was  not  an  instance  of  goods  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  factor 
for  sale,  but  of  a  party  in  whose  hands  goods  were  deposited  to  secure 
the  repayment,  at  a  time  agreed  upon,  of  money  lent.  In  that  case, 
GiBBS,  C.  J.,  says:  « Undoubtedly,  as  a  general  proposition,  a  right  of 
lien  gives  no  right  to  sell  the  goods.  But,  when  goods  are  deposited  by 
ivay  of  security  to  indemnify  a  party  against  a  loan  of  money,  it  is  mon 
than  a  pledge.  The  lender's  rights  are  more  extensive  than  such  as  accrue 
under  an  ordinary  lien  in  the  way  of  trade."  And  he  proceeds  to  say« 
that,  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  it  might  be  inferred  that  the  con- 
tract was  that  the  lender  might  sell,  and  repay  himself,  if  the  borrower 
failed  to  repay  the  money  at  the  time  agreed  upon.  We  were  also  referred 
to  Story  on  Bailments,  chapter  «0n  Pawns  and  Pledges,"  s.  308,  where  the 
rule  of  law  is  said  to  be,  that,  « if  a  pledge  is  not  redeemed  at  the  stipu- 
lated time,  it  may  be  sold  by  the  pawnee,  to  repay  himself."    Bat  At 
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rdatioD  of  ^principal  and  factor,  where  money  has  been  advanced  r*AQi 
on  goods  consigned  for  sale,  is  not  that  of  pawnor  and  pawnee. 
The  goods  are  delivered  for  sale  on  account  of,  and  for  the  benefit  of,  the 
principal,  and  not  by  way  of  security,  to  indemnify  against  a  lien,  although 
they  operate  as  such  security,  the  factor  having  a  lien  upon  them,  or  upon 
their  proceeds  when  sold,  for  the  amount  of  his  claim  against  the  princi>> 
pal.  The  authority  of  the  factor,  whether  general  or  special,  may  become 
irrevocable  when  advances  have  been  made :  but  there  is  nothing  in  the 
tmnsaction  from  which  it  can  be  inferred,  (to  adopt  the  language  of 
GuBs,  C.  J.,)  that  it  was  part  of  the  contract,  that,  at  any  time,  the  goods 
should  be  forfeited,  or  the  authority  to  sell  enlarged,  so  as  to  enable  the 
factor  to  sell  at  any  time  for  repayment  of  advances,  without  reference  to  its 
being  for  the  interest  of  the  principal  to  sell  at  that  time,  and  for  that 
price.  Nor  can  we  find  any  principle  in  the  law  by  which,  independently 
of  contract,  such  authority  is  given.  On  this  ground,  it  appears  to  us  that 
the  third  plea  is  bad,  in  substance ;  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whe- 
ther this  power  claimed  by  the  factor  is  to  be  considered  as  an  enlarge- 
ment of  his  original  authority  by  some  rule  of  law,  as  arising  from  some 
implied  condition  annexed  to  the  original  contract ;  in  which  case  it  would 
be  very  doubtful  whether  it  ought  not  to  be  treated  as  a  denial  of  the  con- 
tract as  laid  in  the  declaration,  and  therefore  bad  as  amounting  to  the  gene- 
ral issue. 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  we  think  that  the  third  plea  is  bad  ;  and 
the  other  special  pleas  are  open  to  the  same  objections.  Our  judgment 
mast,  therefore,  be  for  the  plaintiffs.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Cromptan^  in  the  following  Michaelmas  term,  on  the  part  of  the  defend 
ants,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  leave  to  *amend  the  pleas  as  to  which    fAQn 
jodgment  had  been  pronounced  on  demurrer,  and  also  those  upon 
which  issue  was  taken,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  sale  had  been 
beneficial  to  the  plaintiffs. 

Channell^  Serjt.,  and  Taprell^  showed  cause.  Afler  the  strong  opinion 
intimated  by  this  court,  the  plaintiffs  will  only  be  driven  to  demur  again, 
if  the  court  allows  the  proposed  amendment.  Looking  at  the  time  that  has 
elapsed  since  the  former  argument,  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  grant 
such  an  indulgence  to  the  defendants.  In  Want  v.  Reece^  7  J.  B.  Moore, 
244,  this  court  refused  to  allow  an  amendment  afler  argument ;  and  the 
court  of  Queen's  Bench  did  the  like  in  Skase  v.  DavieSj  12  A.  &  E.  635. 
In  Bramah  v.  Roberts ^  1  N.  C.  481,  1  Scott,  364>  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says: 
<(  The  law  of  Westminster  Hall,  I  believe,  ever  since  it  stood  in  the  place 
in  which  it  now  stands,  has  been,  that,  if  a  party  thinks  proper  to  rest  his 
defence,  or  his  case,  upon  a  point  of  law  raised  upon  the  record,  he  must 
either  stand  or  fall  upon  the  point  so  raised."  And  in  the  recent  case  of 
Jodbon  v.  GaUowayj  ante.  Vol.  I.  p.  297,  Cresswell,  J.,  says :  <«  I  think 
it  would  be  a  most  mischievous  exercise  of  discretion  to  allow  this  amend* 

VOL.  in.  32 


402  Hayward  v.  Bennett,  T.  V.  1846. 

ment.  Even  upon  the  argument  t)f  a  demurrer,  it  is  contrary  to  our  prac- 
tice to  allow  parties  to  amend  after  judgment  has  been  pronounced :  it  is 
a  thing  almost  unheard  of."  [Maule,  J.  The  amendment  of  pleas  as  to 
which  issue  is  joined,  is  almost  a  matter  of  course.] 

CromptoTif  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  court  bas 
power  to  amend,  if  satisfied  that  the  case  is  a  fit  one  for  the  exercise  of 
*il0^1  ^^^  discretion.  The  ^amendment  here  proposed  has  become  neces- 
^  sary  in  consequence  of  the  judgment  of  this  court  being  in  con- 
flict with  the  American  authorities  upon  which  the  defendants  bad  relied. 
[Maule,  J.,  referred  to  Lord  Campbell's  judgment  in  Branddo  t.  Bar* 
netty{a)  in  which  the  decision  of  the  Ebcchequer  Chamber,  overturn- 
ing that  of  this  court,(6)  was  reversed.]  All  that  the  defendants  wish 
to  show  here,  is,4bat  the  sale  was  not  made  improvidently.  [Maule,  J. 
It  certainly  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  strong  thing  to  amend  the  pleas 
demurred  to,  after  judgment  delivered  on  the  demurrer.  I  think,  how- 
ever, the  defendants  sliould  have  leave  to  add  a  plea.] 

After  some  further  discussion,  the  court  gave  leave  to  the  defendants 
to  add  two  pleas  to  each  count,  upon  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  accordingly.(c) 

(a)  Vide  post 

(6)  C  M.  &  6. 630,  8  Soott,  N.  R.  301. 

(c)  The  added  pleas— efter  the  averment  of  notice  to  the  plaintifis  that  the  defendants 
required  to  be  repaid  their  advances — contained  on  allegation,  that,  "■  at  the  time  when  the 
defendants  gave  the  plaintiffs  the  said  notice  in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  from  thence  con- 
tinuaUy  until  and  at  the  several  times  when  the  defendants  so  sold  tibe  said  residue  of  the 
said  cargo  of  wheat  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  the  defendants  believed  it  to  be,  and  it 
was,  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  plaintiffs  that  tlie  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of 
wheat  should  be  sold;  and  the  sales  of  Uie  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in  the 
iaid  first  count  mentioned  were  beneficial,  advantageous  sales  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  were 
made  by  them  the  defendants  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  as  such  factors  for  sale 
as  aforesaid,  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintifis,  and  at  stxsh  times  and  for  such  prices  as  thej 
the  defendants,  in  tho  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  as  such  fectors  as  aforesaid,  thought  it 
best  for  the  plaintiffs  that  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  should  be  sold  i^  where- 
fore, &c. 

To  these  added  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurred  speciaUy ;  and  the  demurrers  stand  for  aiga- 
ment  in  M.  T.  1847. 


•404]  ♦HAYWARD  v.  BENNETT.    July  6. 

To  an  action  against  a  surety  upon  a  bond  given  under  the  1  &  2  Vict  c  110,  s.  8,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded,  that,  afier  the  making  of  the  bond,  and  before  the  commencement  of  die 
suit,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  principal  in  B.  R.  and  recovered  judgment 
against  him,  and  issued  a  ca,  sa.  thereon,  under  which  the  principal  was  taken;  diat  the 
latter  thereupon  caused  himself  to  be  brought  up  by  habeoi  corpui  before  a  judge, «  who 
then,  and  before  any  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and  before  the  time  for  the  prin 
cipal  rendering  himself  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  and  the  said  conditioo 
had  expired,  and  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  conunittod  him  into  the  cos 
tody  of  tlie  marshal,  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  tho  plaintiff  upon  the  said  judgment;"  that 
the  marshal  received  and  kept  him  in  execution  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  practice  of 
Uie  said  court,  untU  and  after  the  return-day  of  the  ca.  ta^  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit, 
hitherto;  and,  that,  from  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the  said  judgment,  until  he  was  so 
taken  imder  the  ca.  sa.,  the  principal  was  always  ready  and  willing  to  render  himself  so- 
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•  cording  to  tho  pi«ctic3  of  the  court  and  the  said  oonditioii,  and,  whilst  he  remained  in 
custody  as  aforesaid,  was  ready  and  willing  to  render  himself,  and  would  have  rendered 
iiimself  accordingly,  btU  that  he  tmu  prevented  by  the  plaintiff  from  so  doings  in  manner 
afimeaid>" 

Bdd^  that,  if  the  plea  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  plea  of  performance^  it  was  bad,  for  not  stating 
distinctiy  that  the  principal  did  render  himself  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court;  and 
that,  if  it  was  to  be  considered  as  a  plea  in  ezaise,  it  was  equally  bad,  for  not  distinctly 
alleging  that  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  suing  out  the  ca.  to.  against  .the  principal,  made  it 
impossible  for  him  to  render — the  court  not  taking  judicial  notice  that  the  issuing  of  that 
writ  was  any  impediment  to  a  render. 

Debt,  upon  a  bond  given  hj  the  defendant  and  others  under  the  statute 
142  Vict.  c.  110,8.8. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant,  on  the  5th  of  February, 
1841,  by  his  certain  writing  obligatory  sealed  with  his  seal,  &c.,  acknow- 
ledged himself  to  be  held  and  firmly  bound  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
1363/.  10s.  3(i.  above  demanded,  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff;  yet  the  de« 
feodant,  although  often  requested  so  to  do,  had  not  as  yet  paid  the  said 
sum  of  1363/.  lOs.  Sd.  above  demanded,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the 
plaintiff,  &c. 

The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  bond  and  condition.  By  the  bond  it 
appeared  that  one  Henry  Hales  was  principal,  and  the  defendant, 
Thomas  Harper  Bennett,  and  one  Thomas  Cope,  sureties.  The  condition 
was  as  ^follows : — <<  Whereas  the  said  James  Hayward  hath  by  t^acx^ 
bis  affidavit  sworn  the  15th  of  January  last,  passed  and  filed  in  '- 
her  majesty's  court  of  bankruptcy,  deposed  that  John  Heffer  and  the  said 
Heory  Hales  are  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  him,  the  said  James  Hay- 
ward,  in  the  sum  of  681/.  155.  l^c/.,  upon  and  by  virtue  of  a  promissory 
note  bearing  date  the  8th  of  January,  1841,  whereby  the  said  John  Heffer 
and  Henry  Hales  promised,  upon  demand,  to  pay  to  Messrs.  Hammer  & 
Sod,  or  to  their  order,  681/.  lbs,  1}(/.,  for  value  received;  and  which 
said  promissory  note  had  been  endorsed  by  Hammer  &  Son,  to  the  said 
James  Hayward  ;  and  that  payment  of  the  said  promissory  note  had  been 
duly  demanded  of  the  said  John  Heffer  and  Henry  Hales,  but  that  the 
same  was  then  due  and  wholly  unpaid ;  and  that  the  said  John  Heffer 
and  Henry  Hales  were,  at  the  time  of  the  date  and  making  of  the  said 
promissory  note,  and  still  were,  traders  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws 
then  in  force  concerning  bankrupts,  as  the  said  James  Hayward  verily 
believed:  and  whereas  the  said  James  Hayward  did,  on  the  said  15th  of 
January  last,  cause  the  said  Henry  Hales  to  be  personally  served  with  a 
copy  of  such  affidavit,  and  with  a  notice  in  writing,  requiring  immediate 
payment  of  such  alleged  debt :  and  whereas  the  said  Henry  Hales  hath 
requested  thi  said  T.  H.  Bennett  and  T.  Cope,  as  sureties  for  him,  to  join 
bim  in  the  above-written  bond,  conditioned  as  thereinafter  appearing ;  to 
which  they  have  consented,  and  the  said  Henry  Hales  hath  given  notice 
thereof  to  the  said  James  Hayw^ard :  Now,  the  condition  of  the  above- 
written  obligation  is  such,  that,  if  the  said  Henry  Hales  do  and  shall  pay 
^to  the  said  James  Hayward,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
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fiuch  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  shall  be  recovered  against  him,  the  said 
tienry  Hales,  and  John  HefTer,  or  against  the  said  Henry  Hales,  in  any 
*4061     ^^^^^^  which  hath  been  brought  or  shall  hereafter  be  brought  ^or 

the  recovery  of  the  said  alleged  debt,  together  with  such  costs  as 
shall  be  given  in  the  same,  or  shall  render  himself  to  the  custody  of  the 
jailer  of  the  court  in  which  such  action  shall  have  been  brought,  or  may 
be  brought,  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  alleged  debt,  according  to  the 
practice  of  such  court,  or  within  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  the 
said  court,  or  any  judge  thereof,  shall  direct,  after  judgment  shall  have 
been  recovered  in  such  action ;  then  the  said  obligation  to  be  void,  but 
otherwise  the  same  to  stand  and  remain  in  full  force  and  effect." 

Plea,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatoxy  and  condition, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  of  February, 
1841,  the  plaintiff  brought  and  commenced  an  action  against  Hefier  and 
Hales,  in  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  alleged 
debt  in  the  condition  mentioned,  and  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  30th  of  June,  1842,  by  the  consideration  and  judgment  of  the  said 
court,  recovered  in  the  said  action,  against  Heffer  and  Hales,  924/.  li.,  as 
well  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  alleged  debt  in  the  said  condition  men- 
tioned, as  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf 
expended,  whereof  the  said  Heffer  and  Hales  were  convicted  :  that  after- 
wards, and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  said  court,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  October,  1842,  the  plain- 
tiff caused  to  be  issued  out  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  upon  the  said 
judgment  so  recovered  by  him  as  aforesaid,  a  certain  writ  of  our  said  lady 
the  queen,  called  a  ca.  sa.^  against  Heffer  and  Hales,  &c.,  directed  to  the 
sheriffs  of  London ;  by  which  said  writ  our  said  lady  the  queen  com- 
manded the  said  sheriffs,  that  they  should  take  Heffer  and  Hales,  &c.,  so 
that  the  said  sheriffs  might  have  their  bodies  before  our  said  lady  the 
♦4071     V^^^^  **  Westminster,  on  the  15th  of  November  then  next  *en- 

suing,  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  924/.  Is.  so  recovered 
as  aforesaid,  together  with  interest,  &c.;  and  the  said  sheriffs  were  also 
commanded  to  have  there  then  the  said  writ :  that  afterwards,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  to  wit,  on  the  said  29th  of  Oc- 
tober, 1842,  the  said  writ  was  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  sherifls, 
to  wit,  &c.  &c.,  then  being  such  sheriffs  as  aforesaid :  that  afterwards,  and 
whilst  the  said  writ  was  in  the  hands  of  the  sherifis,  and  before  the  return 
thereof,  and  before  the  said  15th  of  November  therein  mentioned,  and 
before  any  breach  of  the  said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and 
before  the  time  of  the  said  Henry  Hales  rendering  himself  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  said  court  and  the  said  condition,  and  within  a  reason- 
able time  in  that  behalf  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on 
the  14th  of  November,  1842,  the  said  Henry  Hales,  being  within  the 
bailiwick  of  the  said  sheriffs,  was  then,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
ttdd  courts  taken  and  arrested  by  the  said  sherifiis  under  the  said  writ,  and 
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theu  surrendered  himself  thereto^  and- was  tben  kept  and  detained  in  exe- 
cution in  the  custody  of  the  said  sherifTs  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writ :  that  afterwards,  and  before  any  breach  of  the  said  condition  of  the 
said  writing  obligatory^  and  before  the  commencen>ent  of  this  suit,  and 
whilst  the  said  Henry  Hales  was  and  remained  in  the  custody  of  the  said 
^rifl&  in  execution  under  the  said  writ,  and  upon  the  said  judgment  so 
recovered  as  aforesaid,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf^  to  wit, 
on  the  14th  of  November,  1842,  the  said  Henry  Hales  caused  to  be  issued' 
oat  of  the  said  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said 
court,  a  certain  other  writ  of  our  said  lady  the  queen,  cMed^  habeas  corpus 
cum  aiusd,  directed  to  the  said  sherifis,  whereby  oursaid  lady  the  queen  com* 
manded  the  sheriffs  to  have  the  body  of  the  said  *Henry  Hales  before     r*4Qo 
Lord  DcNMAN,  C.  J.,  at  his  chambers,  in,  &c.,  immediately  after  the     ^ 
receipt  of  the  said  writ,  to  do  and  receive  all  and  singular  the  things  which 
the  said  chief  justice  should  then  and  there  consider  of  him  in  that  behalf, 
and  should  also  have  there  then  the  said  last*raentioned  writ :  that  the 
said  last-mentioned  writ  was  afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  said  court,  delivered  to  the  said  sheriffs ;  that,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  said  last-mentioned  writ,  the  said  sherifiTs  immediately, 
and  within  a  reasonable  time  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  brought  the  said 
Henry  Hales  before  the  Hon.  Sir  J*  Patteson,  one,  &c.,  who  then,  and 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  received  from  the  said  sherifik 
the  body  of  the  said  Henry  Hales,  and  then,  and  before  any  breach  of  the 
said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  before  the  time  for  the 
said  Henry  Hales  rendering  himself  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said 
court  and  the  said  condition,  had  expired,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  last  aforesaid,  and  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  said  court,  committed  the  said  Henry  Hales  into  the  custody  of  the 
marshal  of  the  marshalsea  of  our  lady  the  queen  before  the  queen  herself, 
to  wit,  of  T.  C,  as  and  then  being  such  marshal,  and  as  such  marshal  the 
jailer  of  the  said  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  which  the  said  action  was  so 
brought,  and  judgment  recovered  as  aforesaid,  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  said  judgment  for  the  said  sum  of  money  so  recovered  as 
aforesaid ;  and  the  said  marshal  then  received  and  had  and  kept  and  detained 
the  said  Henry  Hales  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  commitment,  and 
in  execution  at  the  suit  of , the  plaintiff  upon  the  said  judgment  so  reco* 
rered  as  aforesaid,  and  according  to  *the  practice  of  the  said  court,     r«4QQ 
until  and  after  the  return-day  of  the  said  writ  of  ca.  ««.,  for  a  long 
^ace  of  time  thereafter,  to  wit,  hitherto, — of  all  which  premises  the  plain* 
^  afterwards  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  Ac^ 
last  aforesaid,  had  notice :  that,  after  the  commitment  of  the  said  Henry 
Hales  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on 
the  l&th  of  November^  1842,  the  said  sherifis  ma$Ie  theeir  retun\  to  the 

Y  ^ 
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said  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  and  thereby  returned  to  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
that,  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  of  ca.  sa.^  they  took  the  body  of  the  said 
Henry  Hales,  whose  body  they  safely  kept  until  they  received  her  ma- 
jesty's writ  of  habeas  corpus  cum  causd^  being  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
before  mentioned,  directing  the  said  sherifis  to  have  the  body  of  the  said 
Henry  Hales  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  and  that,  immediately  after  the 
receipt  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  November,  6  Vict.,  they  had  the  body 
of  the  said  Henry  Hales  before  Patteson,  J.,  who  received  from  the  said 
sheriffs  the  body  of  the  said  Henry  Hales,  and  committed  him  into  the  cus- 
tody of  the  marshal  of  the  marshalsea,  there  to  remain  until,  &c.,  and 
them,  the  said  sheriffs,  discharged  from  further  custody  of  the  said  Henij 
Hales,  (prout  patet;)  [and  that,  from  th&time  of  the  recovery  of  the  said 
judgment  as  aforesaid,  until  the  said  Henry  Hales  was  so  taken  and  ar- 
rested under  the  said  writ  of  ca.  sa,  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Henry  Hales 
was  always  ready  and  willing  to  render  himself  to  the  custody  of  the 
jailer  of  the  said  court,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court  and 
the  said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  afterwards,  and 
whilst  he  was  and  remained  in  custody  as  aforesaid,  was  ready  and 
willing  to  render  himself,  and  would  have  rendered  himself  accordingly, 
but  that  he  was  prevented  by  the  plaintiff  from  so  doing,  in  manner  afore- 

*4101  ^^'^  '^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  last-mentioned  premises  the  ^plaintiff,  during 
the  respective  times  last  aforesaid,  well  knew — verification. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes — that 
it  confessed,  but  did  not  sufficiently  avoid,  the  breach  of  the  condition  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory  in  the  declaration  mentioned — that  it  admitted 
that  the  bond  was  forfeited,  and  did  not  show  any  discharge  or  release  of 
the  action — ^that  nothing  was  stated  in  the  plea  to  show  that  the  condition 
of  the  bond  was  performed,  or  that  it  was  not  forfeited — ^that  the  defend- 
ant could  not  set  up  the  matters  stated  in  the  plea,  as  an  answer  to  the 
action  on  the  record — ^that,  if  the  matters  stated  in  the  plea  amounted  to 
a  reasonable  ground  for  relieving  the  defendant  from  his  liability  under 
the  bond,  the  defendant  should  have  availed  himself  of  that  circumstance 
by  motion  or  application  to  the  court,  and  not  by  way  of  plea — that  the 
plea  was  double,  in  this,  that  it  purported  in  one  part  to  show  that  the  con- 
dition was  performed  by  the  render  of  Hales,  and  in  another  part,  it  set 
up  matters  by  way  of  excuse  for  Hales  not  rendering  according  to  the  con- 
dition— ^that  the  plea  was  uncertain  and  argumentative,  and  no  certain 
issue  could  be  taken  upon  it — that,  if  the  ple^  was  to  be  taken  as  setting 
up  an  excuse  for  Hales  not  rendering  himself  according  to  the  condition 
of  the  bond,  then  it  was  no  answer  to  the  action ;  and,  if  it  was  intended 
as  showing  that  Hales  did  render  himself  according  to  the  condition,  that 
the  plea  was  bad  for  not  distinctly  stating  a  render,  but  leaving  the  same 
to  be  gathered  by  inference  and  implication,  &c. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Bj^Sf  Serjt.i  in  support  of  the  demurrer.    The  plea  is  clearly  bad*   ^ 
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is  double  and  doubtful.  [Maule,  J.  Either  it  gives  no  answer,  or  it 
gi?es  two  answers.]  The  first  question  is,  what  is  the  proper  course  to  be 
*taken  by  one  who  wishes  to  render  in  discharge  of  his  bail.  In  fAn 
Archbold^s  Practicey(a)  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  «( Bail  above  ^ 
may,  as  a  matter  of  right,  (ex  debUojtistitia^)  at  any  time  pending  the  suit,  or 
before  the  return  of  the  ca,  sa,  against  their  principal,  render  him  in  their 
dischaige,  and  may  plead  this  render  in  any  action  against  them."  [Colt- 
man,  J.  In  the  case  of  bail,  the  defendant  is  in  the  custody  of  his  bail.] 
It  is  the  duty  of  a  bail  to  search  for  a  ca,  sa,^  and  to  take  the  principal 
before  the  return-day,  and  lodge  him  with  the  jailer.  The  plaintiff  is  to 
be  put  to  no  expense.  The  plea  here  alleges  a  render,  without  saying, 
otherwise  than  argumentatively,  that  the  render  was  before  the  return-day 
of  the  ca.  sa.  It  is  doubtful  whether  this  is  a  plea  in  excuse  or  in  dischai^e. 
Assuming,  however,  that  this  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  a  render  before 
the  return-day,  then  the  plea  presents  two  answers  to  the  action — that  the 
principal  did  render  himself  pursuant  to  the  condition  of  the  bond — and 
that  he  was  willing  to  render,  but  was  by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  prevented 
from  doing  so.  And,  the  plea  not  relying  upon  mere  matter  of  excuse, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  reply  de  injurid.  The  defendant  should  have  pleaded 
that  Hales  rendered  himself  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court. 
[Wilde,  C.  J.  And  might  have  given  the  special  matter  in  evidence.] 
A  general  plea  of  performance  would  be  good. 

Talfourdf  Serjt,  (with  whom  was  Channell^  Serjt.,)  contrii.  The  plea 
is  good  in  substance  and  in  form.  Before  the  decision  of  this  court  in 
IRttion  V.  Acraman^  ante.  Vol.  II.  p.  367,  great  doubt  existed  as  to  the 
course  of  proceeding  in  relation  to  these  bonds.  The  condition  of  the  bond 
being  that  the  principal  should  pay  such  sum  or  sums  as  should  be  recovered 
against  him  in  *any  action  brought  or  to  be  brought  for  the  recovery  r^ji  o 
of  the  alleged  debt,  together  with  costs,  or  should  render  himself  to 
the  custody  of  the  jailer  of  the  court  in  which  such  action  should  be 
brought,  according  to  the  practice  of  such  court,  or  within  such  time  and 
in  such  manner  as  the  said  court,  or  any  judge  thereof,  should  direct,  after 
judgment  should  have  been  recovered  in  such  action, — it  was  contended 
that  there  were  only  two  alternatives,  payment  or  render :  but  the  court 
held  that  the  plea  alleging  that  no  ca.  sa.  had  been  sued  out  against  the 
principal,  was  good  ;  and  that,  although  no  such  terms  were  to  be  foand 
in  the  condition,  it  must  be  read  as  if  it  had  made  the  issuing  of  a  ca.  sa. 
a  condition  precedent ;  and  also  that  a  plea  that  the  principal  was  rendered 
before  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  rendering,  enlarged  by  judge's  order 
or  rule  of  court.  The  plea  in  the  present  case  is,  in  substance,  a  plea,  not 
of  performance,  but  in  excuse, — showing  that  the  plaintiff  has,  by  his  own 
Act,  prevented  the  defendant  from  performing  the  condition.     The  court 

(a)  7th  edit,  by  Chitty,  toI.  L  p.  622;  citing  Sinunotu  v.  MiddUUm,  8  Mod.  341,  1  Ld 
Raym.  156, 1  WUs.  270;  Maman  t.  Jrmitagtf  14  East,  590;  and  Jrmiiage  v.  Rigbyt,  5  A.  & 
i  8l« 
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will  not  take  notice  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  ca,  sa.  was  issued.  The 
natural  and  legal  consequences  followed  its  issuing,  viz.,  that  the  principal 
\¥as  arrested  under  it.  Having  his  debtor  in  execution,  how  can  the  plaio^ 
tiff  have  a  collateral  remedy  against  a  surety  ?  The  court  can  know 
nothing  judicially  of  the  practice  in  the  sheriffs'  office.  [Tindal,  C.J. 
Should  not  the  plea  have  distinctly  admitted  a  breach  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond  ?]  The  plea  is  in  excuse  of  the  non-performance.  The  defend- 
ant does  not  admit  a  breach.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  If  there  has  been  no  breach, 
what  do  you  want  with  an  excuse?]  The  plea  confesses  that  the  princi- 
pal was  not  rendered.  It  alleges  that  a  render  became,  by  the  plaintiff's 
act>  impossible :  that  would  probably  have  been  sufficient.  [Maule,  J. 
To  state  that  a  render  became  impossible,  is  only  an  argumentative  way 
of  saying  that  no  render  was  in  fact  made.]    In  HirUon  v.  ^croman^ 

M131  *^^^  ^^  ^^  P'^^  ^^^  treated  as  a  plea  in  excuse.  [Maule,  J. 
We  held,  in  that  case,  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  an  oppoitu* 
nity  to  lodge  a  ca»  sa.  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  bail ;  not  that  he  was 
bound  to  do  so.  I  doubt  whether  it  would  not  have  been  a  sufficient 
defence,  to  have  stated  that  the  plaintiff  took  the  principal  under  a  ca.  m.] 
The  plea  is  not  necessarily  bad  because  it  contains  the  further  statement 
that  the  principal  removed  himself  by  habeas  corpus  into  the  custody  of  the 
jailer  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  was  brought  and  the  judgment  obtained. 

Byles^  Serjt.,  in  reply.  The  practice  of  the  sherifis'  office  is  recog- 
nised by  a  rule  of  court,(a)  which  provides,  that,  « in  actions  commenced  by 
bill,  a  ca.  sa.  to  fix  bail  shall  have  eight  days  between  the  teste  and  return; 
and,  in  actions  commenced  by  original,  fifteen ;  and  must,  in  London  and 
Middlesex,  be  entered  four  days  in  the  public  book  at  the  sheriffs'  office.'*(i} 
The  circumstance  of  the  principal  having  been  arrested  under  the  ca.  sa., 
was  no  mistake  of  the  plaintiff's :  the  warrant  is  not  shown  to  have  issued 
at  his  instance.  [Maule,  J.  No  mistake  is  suggested :  the  defendant 
merely  alleges  that  you  did  what  you  had  a  right  to  do — that  you  issued  a 
ca>,  sa.y  and  took  the  party  under  it.]  The  plea  imposed  great  difficulty 
upon  the  plaintiff  in  replying.  He  could  not  have  safely  left  unanswered 
the  allegation  that  the  principal  rendered  himself.  That  might  have  be^ 
a  good  render.     [Maule,  J.    Not  after  the  return-day  of  the  ca.  sa.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
*4141        *'I*bis  was  an  action  of  debt,  on  a  bond  entered  into  pursuant 
^    to  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  8. 

The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  bond  and  of  the  condition,  which,— 
after  reciting  that  James  Hayward  (the  plaintiff  in  this  action)  had  made 
affidavit  that  John  Heffer  and  Henry  Hales  were  indebted  to  him  in  the 
sum  of  68U.  155.  l^d., — was,  that,  if  Hales  did  and  should  pay  to  Hay* 
ward  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  should  be  recovered  against  Hales 

(o)  H.  T,  2  W.  4,  r.  77. 

(6)  See  Kanp  v.  Hyibyt^  1  M.  &  W.  58,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  687. 
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and  Hefler,  or  against  Hales,  in  any  action  which  had  been  brought,  or 
should  thereafter  be  brought,  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  alleged  debt, 
together  .with  such  costs  as  should  be  given  in  the  same,  or  should  render 
himself  to  the  custody  of  the  jailer  of  the  court  in  which  such  action 
should  have  been,  or  might  be,  brought  for  recovery  of  the  said  alleged 
deht,  according  to  the  practice  of  such  court,  or  within  such  time,  and  in 
such  manner,  as  the  said  court,  or  any  judge  thereof,  should  direct,  after 
judgment  should  have  been  recovered  in  such  action ; — ^then  the  said  obli- 
gation should  be  void,  but  otherwise  the  same  should  stand  and  remain  in 
full  force  and  efiect. 

The  defendant  thereupon  pleaded,  in  substance,  that,  after  the  making 
of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plaintiflf  brought  and  commenced  an  action  in  the 
Queen^s  Bench  against  Hefier  and  Hales,  for  the  recovery  of  the  said 
alleged  debt  in  the  condition  mentioned,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  afterwards 
recovered  against  Hefier  and  Hales  924/.  1«.,  as  well  in  respect  of  the  said 
debt,  as  for  his  costs  and  charges ;  and  that,  afterwards,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said 
court,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  October,  1842,  the  plaintiff*  caused  to  be 
issued  out  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  upon  the  said  judgment  so 
recovered  by  him  as  aforesaid,  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  against 
Hefier  and  Hales,  directed  to  the  sherifis  of  London ;  whereby  the  queen 
commanded  *the  said  sherifis,  that  they  should  take  Hefier  and  1^*415 
Hales,  and  them  safely  keep,  so  that  the  said  sherifis  might  have  ^ 
the  bodies  of  Hefier  and  Hales  before  our  said  lady  the  queen,  at  West- 
minster, on  Tuesday,  the  15th  day  of  November  then  next  ensuing,  to 
satisfy  the  plaintifi*the  said  sum  of  924/.  U.,  together  with  interest,  at  the 
rate  of  4  per  cent.,  from  the  30th  of  June,  1842 ;  and  the  sherifis  were 
also  commanded  to  have  there  then  that  writ :  that  afterwards,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  practice  of  the  court,  the  said  writ  was  delivered  by  the  plain- 
tiff* to  the  sheiifis,  and  that,  afterwards,  and  before  the  return  thereof,  and 
before  the  15th  of  November  therein  mentioned,  and  before  any  breach  of 
the  said  condition,  and  before  the  time  for  Hales  rendering  himself,  accord- 
ing  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court  and  the  said  condition,  and  within  a 
reasonable  time  in  that  behalf  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to 
wit,  on  the  14th  of  November,  1842,  Hales,  being  within  the  bailiwick  of 
the  said  sherifis,  was  then,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  courts 
taken  and  arrested  by  the  said  sherifis,  under  the  said  writ,  and  then  sup> 
rendered  himself  thereto,  and  was  then  kept  and  detained  in  execution  in 
the  custody  of  the  said  sherifis  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ :  and  that,  after- 
wards, and  before  any  breach  of  the  said  condition,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  and  whilst  Hales  remained  in  the  custody  of  the 
said  sherifis  in  execution  under  the  said  writ,  and  upon  the  said  judgment, 
and  within  a  reasonable  time  in  this  behalf,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  February, 
1342,  Hales  caused  to  be  issued  out  of  the  said  court  o£  Queen's  Benjob, 
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according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  eun 
causdj  directed  to  the  said  sherifis,  whereby  the  queen  commanded  the  said 
sheriffs  to  have  the  body  of  Hales  before  the  lord  chief  justice,  to  do  and 
receive,  &c,:  that  the  last-mentioned  writ  was  afier wards,  and  before  the 
commencement  cf  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
*41B1  ^^^^  court,  delivered  to  the  said  *sherif{s,  and,  under  and  by  vir- 
tue  of  the  said  writ,  the  said  sherifis  immediately,  and  within  a 
reasonable  time  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  and  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  said  court,  brought  Hales  before  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  Patteson,  one  of 
her  majesty's  justices,  &c.,  who  then,  and  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
said  court,  received  from  the  said  sherifis  the  body  of  Hales,  and  then, 
and  before  any  breach  of  the  said  condition,  and  before  the  time  for  Hales 
rendering  himself  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court  and  the  said 
condition  had  expired,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
said  court,  committed  Hales  into  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  marshal- 
sea,  &c.,  to  wit,  &e.,  as  and  then  being  such  marshal,  and,  as  such  ma^ 
shal,  the  jailer  of  the  said  court  of  our  said  lady  the  queen  before  the  queen 
herself,  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff*  upon  the  said  judgment; 
and  the  said  marshal  then  received,  had,  kept,  and  detained  Hales,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  commitment,  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  the  plain- 
tiff*, upon  the  said  judgment,  and  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said 
court,  until  and  after  the  return-day  of  the  said  writ  of  capias  ad  saHsfa* 
ciendum^  to  wit,  hitherto;  of  all  which  premises  the  plaintiff*  had  notice: 
that,  after  the  commitment  of  Hales  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  of  November,  1842,  the  said 
sheriff*s  made  their  return  to  the  said  writ  of  capias  ad  saHsfixciendumf  and 
thereby  returned  that  they  had  taken  Hales,  and  safely  kept  him  until  they 
received  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus^ — and  so  returned  the  committal  of 
Hales  by  Patteson,  J. :  that  from  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the  said 
judgment,  until  Hales  was  taken  and  arrested  under  the  said  writ  of  cf^fias 
ad  satisfaciendum^  he,  Hales,  was  always  ready  and  willing  to  render  him* 
self  to  the  custody  of  the  jailer  of  the  said  court,  according  to  the  prac« 
*4171  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  coMii  and  *the  said  condition,  and  afterwards, 
^  and  whilst  he  was  and  remained  in  custody  as  aforesaid,  vrai 
feady  and  willing  to  render  himself,  and  would  have  rendered  himself 
accordingly,  but  that  he  was  prevented  by  the  plaintiff*  ^rom  so  doing,  in 
manner  aforesaid;  and  that  such  last-mentioned  premises  the  plaintiflj 
•during  the  respective  times  last  aforesaid,  well  knew. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff*  demurred  specially,  on  the  ground  that  it  pur- 
ports  in  one  part  to  show  that  the  condition  of  the  writing  obligatory  was 
performed  by  the  render  of  Hales,  and,  in  another  part,  sets  up  matters 
in  excuse  for  Hales's  not  rendering  according  to  the  condition ;  that,  if 
the  plea  was  to  be  taken  as  showing  that  Hales  rendered  himself  accord- 
ing to  the  ^uditioni  it  vras  bad  for  not  stating,  distinctly,  that  he  did 
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render  Itimself  according  to  the  practice  of  the  coart,  and,  instead  thereof, 
leaTiDg  it  to  be  collected  by  inference  only ;  and  that,  if  it  was  to  be 
taken  as  setting  up  matter  of  excuse  for  not  rendering  according  to  the 
condition,  it  did  not  show  any  sufficient  excuse,  or  any  answer  to  the 
action. 

We  think  it  clear,  that,  if  the  plea  is  to  be  looked  at  as  a  plea  of  per- 
formance, it  is  defective,  on  the  gpx)und  pointed  out  in  the  demurrer ;  for, 
we  cannot,  in  this  court,  take  notice  of  the  practice  of  the  court  of  Queen's 
Bench ;  and,  if  the  matters  pleaded  do  constitute  a  render  according  to 
the  practice  of  that  court,  that  should  have  been  made  matter  of  substan* 
tive  averment. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  indeed,  it  was  not  contended  that  the 
plea  could  be  considered  as  setting  up  that  there  had  been  a  render  of 
Hales,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court ;  but  it  was  contended,  that 
the  plea  showed  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not  rendering  him. 

It  may  be  admitted  as  clear  law,  that,  if  there  is  an  obligation  defeasi- 
ble on  performance  of  a  certain  condition,  and  the  performance  of  the 
condition  becomes  ^impossible,  by  the  act  of  the  obligee,  the  r^^ig 
obligor  shall  be  excused  from  the  performance  of  it.  Co.  Litt. 
206  a.  But  it  does  not  appear  to  us  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  has 
shown  the  existence  of  any  such  impossibility.  The  act  relied  upon  for 
that  purpose,  is,  the  suing  out  of  a  capias  ad  soHsfacimdum^  and  deliver- 
ing it  to  the  sheriffs ;  from  which  it  is  intended  that  the  court  should  infer 
that  it  was  thereby  become  impossible  for  Hales  to  render  himself  to  the 
custody  of  the  marshal,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court  of  Queen's 
Bench.  If  any  such  impossibility  did,  in  fact,  exist,  it  should  have  been 
averred  distinctly,  so  that  a  certain  and  definite  issue  might  be  taken  upon 
it.  Instead  of  making  such  an  allegation,  all  that  the  defendant  says  is, 
that  Hales  would  have  rendered  himself,  but  that  he  was  prevented  by  the 
plaintiff,  in  manner  aforesaid ;  in  other  words,  that  he  was  prevented  by 
the  plaintiff's  suing  out  the  capias  ad  satisfaciendum^  which  die  coi^rt  can- 
not judicially  know  to  be  any  impediment  whatever  to  the  render. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  plea  is  bad,  and  that  there  must  be  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  thereupon.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Talfwrdj  Serjt.,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  on  the  4th  of  November 
following,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  amend  the  second  plea,  by  stating  in 
a  more  formal  manner  the  same  defence  which  the  court  held  to  be  there 
informally  alleged — substituting  for  the  words  within  brackets,  antet, 
p.  409,  the  foUowing,  <<  by  means  whereof,  he,  the  defendant,  was  exone- 
rated and  discharged  from  rendering  the  said  Henry  Hales,"  or  to  add 
two  pleas.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion  was  founded,  stated, 
that,  the  defendant's  counsel  not  being  present  at  the  time  the  judgment 
was  delivered^  (of  which  no  notice  had  been  given,)  his  attorney,  on  the 
same  day  (July  6)  took  out  a  summons  calling  upoa  the  plaintiff  to  show 
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*4191  *^^^^^  ^^y  ^^^  defendant  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  amend  tke 
second  plea,  on  payment  of  costs,  or  why  the  rule  for  judgment 
on  the  demurrer  should  not  be  stayed  until  the  fifth  day  of  the  following 
term ;  that,  on  the  hearing  of  the  summons,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  on  the  13th 
of  July,  made  an  order  staying  the  proceedings  until  the  fifth  day  of 
Michaelmas  term:  and  the  deponent  (the  defendant's  attorney)  further 
fiTaid,  « that  it  was  necessary,  in  the  judgment  and  opinion  of  counsel  con- 
sulted by  him,  as  also  of  him,  the  deponent,  that  the  said  second  plea  so 
pleaded  by  the  defendant  should  be  amended,  or  that  the  defendant 
should  be  at  liberty  to  add  two  other  special  pleas,  which  he,  the  depo- 
nent, considered  requisite  and  necessary  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of 
his  defence  to  the  action." 

Wilde,  C.  J.  You  may  have  a  rule  in  the  alternative  ;  but  take  care  not 
to  infringe  the  rule  against  pleading  two  pleas  to  the  same  matter  of  defence. 

Butt^  and  Byks^  Serjts.,  now  showed  cause.  The  point  sought  to  be 
raised  by  the  proposed  amendment,  is  the  same  as  that  already  raised  bj 
two  of  the  pleas  upon  this  record.  In  Munnings  v.  LennoZy  12  J.  B. 
Moore,  133,  in  an  action  of  covenant  on  a  charter-party,  the  defendant 
pleaded  several  special  pleas,  to  some  of  which  the  plaintiff  demurred, 
and  upon  which,  after  argument,  he  obtained  judgment :  and  this  court 
refused  to  permit  him  afterwards  to  file  additional  pleas,  although  it  was 
sworn  that  facts  material  for  his  defence  had  come  to  his  knowledge  since 
the  argument  of  the  demurrer.  In  the  present  case,  the  defendant  does 
not  even  show  that  any  facts  have  come  to  his  knowledge  for  the  first 
time  since  the  former  pleas  were  pleaded :  nor  is  there  any  aflSdant  that 
*4201  ^^  proposed  amendment  is  material  to  the  merits  of  the  *cause ; 
amendments  are  never  allowed  after  judgment  on  demurrer, 
without  an  aflidavit  of  merits :  Bramhh  v.  RobertSy  1  N.  C.  481,  1  Scott, 
364 ;  Farebrother  v.  Warsley,  1  C.  &  J.  549,  1  Tyrwh.  437,  1  Price. 
P.  C.  64 ;  Skuse  v.  Davis,  10  Ad.  &  E.  640,  2  P.  &  D.  550,  7  Dowl 
P.  C.  774.  Cresswell,  J.,  says,  in  Jackson  v.  Galloway^  ante,  Vol.  I., 
p.  297 :  « It  is  contrary  to  our  practice  to  allow  parties  to  amend  after 
judgment  has  been  pronounced :  it  is  a  thing  almost  unheard  of.'*  If 
that  which  is  here  stated  amounts  to  a  render  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  court,  and  the  condition  of  the  bond,  it  is  already  upon  the 
record  ;(a)  and,  therefore,  the  court  cannot,  consistently  with  the  new 
rules,  allow  the  proposed  amendment.  [Maule,  J.  The  substance  of 
the  plea,  as  proposed,  is,  that,  if  that  which  was  done  does  not  amount  to 
a  render,  the  failure  to  render  resulted  from  the  plaintiff's  conduct,  which 
made  a  render  impossible.]  They  wish  to  show  that  a  ca.  sa.  was  lodged, 
and  no"  return  of  non  est  inventus  mdide.  The  courts  have  repeatedly 
recognised  the  practice  of  the  sheriff's  ofiice.  In  Magnay  v.  Monger^ 
4  Q.  B.  817,  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  ca.  sa,  is  endorsed  with  a  direc- 
tion « to  be  returned  nan  est  inventus,^^  the  meaning  is,  that  the  sheriff  i^ 

(a)  Bf^the  first  and  third  pleas,  upon  which  issue  had  been  lake'n.  - 
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not  to  search  for  the  debtor ;  but,  if  the  debtor  surrenders  himself,  the  sheriflf 
must  detain  him,  and  he  is  then  entitled  to  his  poundage  under  the  stat. 
29  Eliz.  c.  4.(a)  The  surrender  of  himself  to  the  sheriffs  by  Hales,  took 
place  on  the  14th  of  November,  1842 ;  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge's  order  for 
the  render  was  made  on  the  11th  of  February,  1843.  [Maule,  J.  Ac- 
cording to  Hinton  y.  ^cramarty  the  meaning  of  issuing  a  ca.  sa.  endorsed 
to  return  non  est  inventus^  is,  to  tell  the  sherifT,  that,  ahhough  he  is 
^directed  to  take  the  defendant,  the  plaintiflf  will  not  complain  if  r«4Qi 
the  sheriff  is  not  diligent  in  looking  for  him.  Wilde,  C.  J.  It 
operates  as  notice  to  the  defendant  to  come  in  and  save  his  bail.  The 
situation  of  the  parties  is  the  same  as  if  the  defendant  came  to  the  sheriff, 
and  the  sheriff  took  him,  as  he  would  be  bound  to  do  notwithstanding  the 
endorsement.]  The  question  is,  whether  the  condition  was  broken. 
[CoLTMAN,  J.  You  say  that  the  defendant  has  not  complied  with  the 
condition.  They  wish  to  raise  the  point,  whether  suing  out  a  ca.  sa,  did 
not  dispense  with  the  performance  of  the  condition.  Wilde,  C.  J.  Re- 
cognisance of  bail  is  satisfied  by  a  taking  by  the  sheriff  under  a  ca.  sa,] 
The  practice  is  to  remove  the  defendant  by  a  judge's  order.  [Wilde, 
C.  J.  The  defendant  is  never  taken  to  a  judge's  chambers,  except  for 
the  purpose  of  charging  him  in  execution.  There  was  no  mode  of  ren- 
dering according  to  the  practice  of  the  courty  if  no  ca,  sa.  were  issued. 
There  being  no  practice  with  reference  to  these  bonds,  the  court  was 
obliged  to  invent  a  practice.]  The  plea  demurred  to  ought  never  to  have 
been  pleaded,  being  in  violation  of  the  new  rules.  The  statute  and  the 
condition  are  express,  that  the  debtor  shall  be  rendered  into  the  custody 
of  the  jailer  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought.  While  in  cus- 
tody of  the  sheriff,  he  is  not  in  custody  of  the  jailer  of  the  court.  [Wilde, 
C.  J.  In  the  case  of  bail,  the  courts  never  require  useless  circuity. 
Maule,  J.  The  word  render,  taken  in  a  popular  sense,  means  that  the 
farty  shall  get  into  the  custody  of  the  court.  Wilde,  C.  J.  The  object 
of  this  act  was  to  give  the  plaintiff  all  the  security  he  had  before  in  the 
shape  of  bail.] 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  and  OgU^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  present  pleas 
allege  a  render:  they  do  not  show  an  excuse  for  not  rendering.  [Wilde, 
C.  J.  Swearing  to  *merits  in  such  a  case  as  this,  would  be  swearing  T*Acyo 
to  the  practice.  Maule,  J.  The  plaintiff  has  the  body  of  his 
debtor.  The  simple  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  is  to  be  precluded 
from  pleading  a  plea  in  excuse.  Neither  of  the  proposed  pleas  sounds 
in  performance.  If  error  had  been  brought,  an  amendment  would  have 
been  allowed,  notwithstanding  the  judgment  which  had  been  carried  in. 
In  MeUish  v.  Richardson^  1  B.  &C.  8l9,(&)  this  court,  after  error  assigned 
and  ai^ued  in  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  amended  the  postea^  and  aiflei^ 
wards  amended  the  judgment  roll  in  this  court  by  the  amended  postea, 

^  Or  to  his  fees,  since  the  Ist  of  March,  1843,  by  stat  5  &  0  Ykt  c.  98. 
RUhardion  v.  MOMMh,  3  Kngh.  334, 11  J.  &  Moore,  104. 
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although  judgment  of  reversal  had  been  pronounced  in  the  King's  Bench. 
It  is  said  that  there  are  two  other  pleas  of  performance  on  the  record. 
The  plea  demurred  was  not  intended  as  a  plea  of  performaoccy  nor  was 
it  so  argued.  The  judgment  proceeded,  on  the  ground  of  duplicitj. 
[Maule,  J.  The  ground  upon  which  the  judgment  proceeded,  was,  that 
after  stating  a  render  under  Mr.  J.  Coleridge's  order,  the  plea  went  onto 
state  facts  which  either  rendered  the  plea  double  or  even  impertinent. 
The  court  did  not  mean  to  state  that  the  parties  considered  it  as  a  plea 
of  performance.  Wilde,  C.  J.  Those  who  say  that  this  was  not  a  ren- 
der, will  have  great  difficulty  in  showing  what  the  defendant  could  have 
done.]  By  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  issuing  the  ca.  sa.,  and  the  legal 
consequences  resulting  from  that  act,  the  sureties  are  discharged.  It  was 
not  possible  for  the  defendant  to  perform  his  obligation  in  any  other  way 
than  he  did  here.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Suppose  Hales  had  been  in  the  sherifl^s 
custody  at  the  suit  of  a  third  party ;  in  that  case,  he  could  only  have  been 
rendered  in  the  plaintiff's  action  by  being  brought  up  by  habeas  corpus, 
*4231  ^^^^  'difference  can  it  make,  that  he  was  in  the  sheriff's  cus- 
tody  by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  himself  .^  The  order  of  Coleridge, 
J.,  was  immaterial,  but  I  think  the  commitment  by  Patteson,  J.,  was  a 
strict  technical  performance  of  the  condition  of  the  bond.]  It  was  the 
only  course  the  plaintiff  had  left  open. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  is  extremely  important,  in  cases  of  this  sort,  that  the 
court  should  not,  with  the  view  of  relieving  from  a  difficulty  in  a  par- 
ticular case,  depart  from  the  general  rules  which  they  have  laid  down  for 
the  guidance  of  their  discretion.  One  question  here  is,  whether  the  pro- 
posed plea  can  be  allowed  consistently  with  the  new  rules, — whether  it 
raises  the  same  defence  as  other  pleas  already  on  the  record.  The  new 
rules  have  been  framed  with  great  care ;  but,  like  all  human  provisioru, 
they  cannot  meet  every  case  to  which  the  complicated  and  multitudinoos 
affairs  of  mankind  give  rise ;  and  therefore  the  courts  have,  on  various  oc* 
casions,  been  called  upon  to  explain,  and  sometimes  to  relax  them.  It  is 
true  that  the  plea  now  sought  to  he  pleaded  contains  the  same  facts  that 
appear  upon  one  of  those  already  on  the  record.  But  it  does  not  appear 
to  me  that  they  are  intended  to  set  up  the  same  defence.  The  court  may 
be  of  opinion  that  the  new  plea  alleges  sufficient  excuse  for  the  non-per- 
formance by  the  defendant  of  the  condition  of  the  bond;  or  they  may  thmk 
it  equivalent  to  a  plea  of  performance.  If  an  obligee  prevents  the  pe^ 
formance  of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  it  is,  as  against  him,  equivalent  to 
performance.  Within  that  rule,  the  defendant  may,  perhaps,  show  that 
the  plaintiff,  by  the  course  he  has  pursued,  has  dispensed  with  the  literal 
performance  of  the  condition  of  the  bond.  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  does 
amount  to  a  distinct  defence,  and  that  in  allowing  it  we  shall  not  violate 
^4241  *^^^  ^^^^  rules.  It  would  be  irregular  now  to  speculate  upon  the 
effect  of  the  plea :  it  is  enough  to  say  that  I  think  the  defendant 
ought  to  be  permitted  to  offer  the  proposed  defence.    It  is  said  that  it  is 
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not  consistent  with  the  practice  of  the  court  to  allow  amendments  in  the 
pleadings  after  a  judgment  on  demurrer.  Each  case,  however,  must  very 
much  depend  upon  its  own  peculiar  circumstances.  Here,  the  judgment 
appears  to  have  been  pronounced  at  a  time  when  the  defendant's  counsel 
were  absent ;  and,  consequently,  he  had  no  opportunity  of  asking  for  this 
iodulgence  at  that  period.  Taking  that  into  consideration,  and  consider- 
ing also  that  the  statute,  under  which  the  question  arises,  was  prepared  by 
persons  not  very  conversant  with  the  practice  of  courts  of  law,  and  the 
peculiar  nature  of  the  action,  I  think  we  shall  be  justified  in  treating  it  as 
a  case  excepted  from  the  general  rule,  and  that  justice  requires  that  the 
defendant  should  have  the  relief  he  seeks,  on  payment  of  costs  within  a 
week  after  taxation. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute  accordingly. 
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Wbere  lettcivpatent  were  gianted  for  improyements  in  apparatus  for  the  manufacture  of 
ceitun  chemical  substances,  and  the  jury  found  that  the  apparatus  was  not  new,  but  that 
the  patentee's  mode  of  connecting  the  parts  of  that  apparatus  was  new,  the  court  directed 
the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  upon  an  issue  taken  upon  the  novelty  of  the 
iuvention. 

Case,  for  an  allied  infringement  by  the  defendant  of  a  patent  granted 
to  the  plaintiff  on  the  11th  of  March,  1839,  for  « Improvements  in  appa- 
latus  for  the  manufacture  of  sulphate  of  soda,  muriatic  acid,  chlorine,  and 
chlorides." 

Pleas — first,  not  guilty — secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  true 
and  first  inventor — thirdly,  that  the  alleged  invention  was  not  new — 
fourthly,  that  tlie  alleged  invention  was  not  properly  described  in  the 
specification — fifthly,  that  the  manufacture  was  not  the  subject  of  a  patent 
—sixthly,  that  a  material  part  of  the  alleged  invention  was  not  an  im- 
provement. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster, 
after  last  Hilary  Term. 

It  appeared  that  the  apparatus  formerly  in  common  use  for  the  making 
of  salphate  of  soda,  was,  a  brick  reverberatory  furnace,  consisting  of  but 
one  chamber,  with  a  fire  at  one  end,  which,  striking  against  the  roof  of 
the  chamber,  was  reflected  down  to  the  floor ;  the  gas  and  smoke  passing 
out  at  the  other  end.  There  being  two  different  stages  in  the  manufacture 
of  the  article — the  decomposing  of  the  raw  material,  salt,  and  the  roasting 
or  finishing — each  requiring  a  different  degree  of  temperature,  inconve- 
nience and  delay  resulted  from  the  whole  process  being  carried  on  in  the 
wme  furnace. 

Prior  to  the  date  of  the  plaintiff's  patent,  viz.  on  the  13th  of  October, 
1836,  one  Lutwyche  obtained  a  patent  for  «<  Improvements  in  the  con- 
struction of  apparatus  used  in  the  decomposition  of  common  salt,  and  in 
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*4261  ^^  mode  or  method  of  working  or  using  the  same."  By  ^his 
specification,  Lutwyche  stated,  amongst  other  things,  as  follows 
— <<  These  improvements  are  designed  to  prevent  the  muriatic  acid  gas 
from  escaping  into  the  atmosphere  during  the  decomposition  of  the  salt ; 
which  is  effected  by  condensing  such  gas  in  suitable  apparatus.  It  is 
also  intended  to  carry  on  the  process  or  manufacture  in  a  more  advan- 
tageous  manner  than  it  can  be  done  by  the  apparatus  now  in  common  use, 
at  the  same  time  saving  a  large  portion  of  the  gas  so  condensed,  in  the 
form  of  muriatic  acid.  The  apparatus  usually  employed  for  the  decom* 
position  of  common  salt  with  sulphuric  acid,  consists  either  of  iron  cylin- 
drical retorts,  or  of  open  furnaces  composed  of  brickwork.  When  the 
former  is  used,  the  heat  is  applied  externally  by  a  fire  under  the  bottom 
of  the  iron  retort ;  and  the  object  to  be  gained  in  this  mode,  beyond  the 
making  of  the  sulphate  of  soda,  is,  to  collect  the  muriatic  acid,  which  is 
effected  by  receiving  the  gas  evolved  during  the  operation  into  double- 
necked  jars  or  carboys,  connected  together  at  their  upper  parts,  and  to 
the  retort,  by  earthenware  pipes,  with  proper  luted  joints.  But,  where 
the  latter  mode  is  used,  the  principal  object  is,  to  obtain  the  salt  cake  or 
sulphate  of  soda  of  a  better  quality,  and  in  a  more  perfect  state,  than 
when  made  in  close  iron  vessels ;  by  which  process  the  fire  and  flame  are 
allowed  to  play  directly  upon  the  materials  under  operation,  and  the  gas  is 
allowed  to  escape  up  the  chimney  into  the  atmosphere.  Imperfect  de- 
composition of  the  salt,  impurity  of  the  acid,  and  difficulty  of  condensation, 
attend  the  first  of  these  methods:  and,  by  the  second  process  of  operation, 
viz.  decomposing  in  the  open  or  reverberatory  furnace,  the  immense 
volumes  of  muriatic  acid  gas  and  other  deleterious  vapours,  which  are 
disengaged  or  discharged  into  the  atmosphere,  become  a  public  nuisance. 
*4271  *^  '^^^  improved  construction  of  the  apparatus  for  the  *decom- 
position  of  common  salt,  and  the  condensation  of  the  muriatic 
gas,  consists,  first,  in  a  novel  and  peculiar  construction  of  closed  oven,  or 
decomposing  chamber,  with  its  fire-places  and  flues  composed  chiefly  of 
bricks  and  mortar.  Within  this  oven,  or  decomposing  chamber,  there  are 
two  beds  of  floors,  one  about  six  inches  lower  than  the  other,  and  over 
them  is  formed  an  arch  of  fire-bricks,  or  of  fire-tiles,  placed  obliquely, 
which  arch  separates  the  oven  or  chamber  from  the  fire,  and  prevents  the 
flame  and  smoke  coming  into  contact  with  the  materials  under  operation, 
but  admits  of  sufficient  heat  for  the  purpose  of  decomposition.  By  this 
arrangement,  the  muriatic  acid  gas  evolved  from  the  salt  and  sulphuric 
acid  is  separated  firom  the  smoke  and  gaseous  products  arising  from  the 
combustion  of  the  fuel,  and  consequently  is  the  more  easily  condensed.'' 
After  particularly  describing  the  apparatus  and  the  process,  by  refer- 
ences to  the  dravrings  annexed  to  the  specification,  the  patentee  con- 
eludes: — « Having  thus  described  the  nature  of  my  invention,  and  the 
manner  of  carrying  the  same  into  efl*ect,  I  would  remark  that  I  do  not 
confine  myself  to  the  exact  form  and  dimensions  of  the  decomposbg  for- 
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Aace  shown  in  the  drawing,  or  in  the  construction  of  the  arches,  &c.  But 
I  claim  as  my  invention,  the  improved  construction  of  decomposing  fur- 
nace, with  the  mode  of  applying  the  fire  through  a  medium  of  fire-bricks, 
fire-tiles,  or  other  fit  and  proper  materials,  in  the  manner  as  before  de- 
scribed ;  thus  separating  the  muriatic  acid  gas  from  the  smoke  and  gaseous 
products  arising  from  the  combustion  of  the  fuel,"  &c. 

The  plaintiff's  specification,  which  was  put  in,  began  with  the  following 
statement : — « Instead  of  the  brick  furnaces  hitherto  employed  for  the  de- 
composition of  common  salt,  and  for  its  conversion  into  sulphate  of  soda, 
I  have  found  that  iron  retorts,  constantly  *maintained  at  an  eleva-  p^og 
ted  temperature,  may  be  advantageously  substituted  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  the  muriatic  acid  disengaged  therefrom,  effectually  condensed 
by  the  receivers  hereafter  to  be  described."  The  specification  then  pro- 
ceeded to  describe  the  drawings  annexed.  The  material  parts  of  the 
descriptions  were  as  follow : — <«  Fig.  1  exhibits  an  elevation,  and  partly 
a  section  of  three  furnaces  or  retorts  of  cast  iron.  A.,  No.  1,  is  a  section 
of  a  furnace  set  in  brickwork.  On  the  bottoms  of  A.,  Nos.  1,  and  2,  are 
laid  flat  iron  plates,  about  an  inch  thick  and  five  feet  square,  to  protect 
the  bottoms  from  the  sudden  changes  of  temperature  caused  by  the  intro- 
duction of  the  sulphuric  acid.  A.,  No.  2,  is  an  elevation  of  a  similar  fur- 
nace without  its  brickwork.  The  furnaces  A.  A.  may  be  named  the 
decomposing  furnaces,  and  B.  the  roasting  or  finishing  furnace.  Common 
salt  is  thrown  on  the  bed  of  the  furnaces  A.  A.,  through  the  doors  C.  C. 
Tl^e  bottoms  of  the  doors  are  elevated  six  inches  above  the  bottoms  of 
the  furnaces,  to  guard  against  the  flowing  over  of  sulphuric  acid.  Each 
door  has  a  sliding  shutter,  with  an  aperture  at  its  lowest  part,  to  permit 
the  constant  stirring  of  the  materials.  As  soon  as  the  furnaces  and  the 
salt  contained  therein  are  raised  to  a  heat  of  290^  to  300^  Fahrenheit,  the 
proper  proportion  of  sulphuric  acid  is  added  through  pipe  D.  I  prefer 
acid  of  1.750  specific  gravity.  On  the  first  addition  of  the  acid,  the  work- 
man commences  with  his  rsdce,  and  keeps  constantly  stirring  the  materials 
till  they  become  solid.  JU  this  stage,  the  sulphate  of  soda  is  collected  in 
front  of  the  door,  and  pushed  fonoard  into  the  roaster  B.  through  the  in- 
dined  plane  door  E,  A  second  workman  spreads  the  sulphate  over  the 
bottom  of  the  roaster,  and  continues  working  it  till  all  the  gas  is  expelled, 
when  it  is  drawn  firom  the  furnace  into  iron  wheel-barrows,  through  the 
door  F.  It  will  be  necessary  to  maintain  the  roaster  B.  at  a  heat  uni 
formly  ^approaching  redness.  As  the  above  operation  proceeds,  rt429 
the  muriatic  gas  expelled  from  the  salt,  passes  from  each  furnace,  ^ 
through  their  respective  branch  pipes  G.  G.  G.,  into  the  main  pipe  H., 
and  from  H.  it  passes  through  pipe  K.  into  first  receiver.  Fig.  2  is  a 
plan  of  the  three  furnaces,  showing  the  branch  pipes  that  attach  them  to 
the  main  pipe,  and  the  connection  of  the  main  pipe  with  first  receiver." 

The  specification  then  proceeded: — 

<«I  do  not  claim  the  exclusive  use  of  iron  retorts;  but  I  do  claim  as  my 
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invention,  iron  retorts  worked  in  connection  with  each  other  as  above 
described,  and  also  iron  retorts  constantly  worked  through  a  door  open,  or 
partly  open,  while  the  process  is  going  forward,  the  draft  of  the  chimney 
drawing  in  a  portion  of  the  external  air,  with  the  muriatic  acid,  into  the 
receivers:  neither  do  I  claim  the  exclusive  use  of  receivers  filled  with  glass 
or  pebbles;  but  I  claim  the  use  of  receivers  so  arranged  that  the  acid  can 
pass  from  one  to  the  other,  or  can  be  cut  off  at  pleasure,  when  strong  acid 
is  required.  I  do  not  claim  earthen  stills  as  my  invention ;  but  I  do  claim, 
for  my  exclusive  use,  earthen  stills  with  leaden  heads,  encased  in  inm, 
heated  by  the  circulation  of  hot  water,  saline  solutions,  or  by  steam.  I 
further  claim  my  mode  of  changing  the  lime  receivers,  by  which  lime, 
already  in  part  saturated  with  chlorine,  is  exposed  to  the  strongest  gas, 
and  the  remnant  of  the  gas  is  exposed  to  a  surface  of  fresh  lime.  It  will 
thus  be  perceived,  that  the  receivers  will  be  discharged  alternately,  and 
that  the  receiver  which  is  stronger  during  one  process,  will  be  the  weaker 
during  the  next." 

On  the  12th  of  December,  1844,  the  plaintiff,  by  leave  of  the  attorney- 
general,  entered  the  following  disclaimer,  pursuant  to  the  statute  5  &  6 
W.  4,  c.  83,  s.  1  :— 

<(I,  the  said  J.  C.  Gamble,  do  hereby  declare,  that,  in  compliance  with 
*4301  ^^  proviso  contained  in  the  said  *letters-patent,  I  duly  enrolled  a 
specification  of  my  said  invention,  in  the  proper  office  belonging 
to  the  high  court  of  Chancery,  part  of  which  said  specification  is  in  the 
words  following,  that  is  to  say — <!  do  not  claim  the  exclusive  use  of  iron 
retorts ;  but  I  do  claim  as  my  invention  iron  retorts  worked  in  connection 
with  each  other  as  above  described,  and  also  iron  retorts  constantly  worked 
through  a  door  open^  or  partly  open^  whUe  the  process  is  going  forward^  the 
draft  of  the  chimney  drawing  in  a  portion  of  the  external  air,  with  the  mn- 
rUMc  acidy  into  the  receiver.  And  I  do  hereby  further  declare,  that,  althoagh 
I  did  not  intend  the  words  underlined  [in  italic]  in  the  preceding  para- 
graph to  extend  to  any  other  retorts  than  the  iron  retorts  described  and 
shown  in  my  specification,  viz.  iron  retorts  worked  in  connection  with  each 
other,  in  which  the  process  is  commenced  in  one  retort,  and  finished  in 
another  retort ;  yet  I  have  been  informed  by  my  legal  advisers  that  the 
above-mentioned  words  have  a  doubtful  meaning,  and  may  be  construed 
to  extend  to  any  iron  retorts ;  for  which  reason,  I  am  desirous  to  disclaim 
in  my  said  specification  the  words  in  the  claim  thereof  above  referred  \d* 
And,  for  the  reason  aforesaid,  I,  the  said  J.  C.  Gamble,  do  hereby  disclaim 
and  omit  in  the  claiming  part  of  my  said  specification,  the  words  ^andalso 
iron  retorts  constantly  worked  through  a  door  open,  or  partly  open,  whUe 
the  process  is  going  forward,  the  draft  of  the  chimney  drawing  in  a  portion 
of  the  external  air,  with  the  muriatic  acid,  into  the  receivers;^  w*hich  words 
are  underlined  in  the  extract  from  my  said  specification  hereinbefore 
referred  to." 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  used,  in  the  manufacture  of  sulphate 
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i>f  soda,  two  chambers,  the  one,  composed  of  brick,  for  the  decomposing, 
and  the  other,  of  iron,  for  the  roasting  or  finishing  process;  the  two  being 
connected  in  a  way  similar  to  that  described  in  the  'plaintiflPfl  r*4^1 
specification,  and  each  chamber  being  heated  bj  a  separate  fur- 
Bftce.  Evidence  was  also  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiiT,  that  the  use 
of  two  chambers  connected  in  the  manner  before  described,  and  heated 
with  separate  furnaces,  was  unknown  before  the  date  of  his  patent. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  two  witnesses  stated  that  they  had  seen 
tha  manufacture  of  sulphuric  acid  carried  on, — ^the  one  at  Berwick-tipon- 
Tweed,  the  other  at  Manchester, — by  means  of  two  separate  chambers 
eonnected  together  by  a  spout  about  twelve  feet  long,  through  which  the 
salty  when  partially  decomposed,  was  passed  from  the  decomposing  to  the 
finishing  chamber:  and  it  was  insisted,  that,  the  exclusive  use  of  iron 
retorts  being  disclaimed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  confessedly  old,  and  the  use 
of  brick  not  being  claimed,  the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  no  infringe- 
ment  of  the  plaintiff's  alleged  invention,  even  if  it  were  new.  The  learned 
judge  told  the  jury  that  they  must  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  they  should  be 
satisfied  that  the  apparatus  and  process  4ised  by  the  defendant  were  a  mere 
colorable  variation  from  those  described  by  the  plaintiff's  specification ; 
subject  to  the  question  of  novelty. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first,  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  issues ; 
andy  as  to  the  issues  joined  on  the  second  and  third  pleas,  they  found 
««tbat  the  alleged  invention  of  the  use  of  two  chambers,  with  separate  fur« 
naces,  was  not  new,  but  that  the  plaintiff's  mode  of  connecting  them  was 
new."  Leave  was  reserved  to  either  party  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict 
for  biin  bn  this  special  finding;  and  also  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  him  on  the  first  issue  also,  if  the  court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  use  of  two  chambers,  the  one  of  iron,  the  other  of 
brick,  could  not  be  an  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent  right. 

*CAaniiett,  Serjt.,  accordingly,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a     rmAoo 
rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second  and  third    ^ 
issues. 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  also  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the 
defendant  on  the  first,  second,  third,  and  sixth  issues,  or  for  a  nonsuit,  or 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  not  warranted 
by  the  evidence. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Webster,)  on  a  subsequent  day  in  the 
same  term,  showed  cause  against  the  plaintiff's  rule,  and  was  heard  in 
support  of  the  c;ross-rule. 

Channell,  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Cowlings)  was  heard  on  the  other 

"'**•  Car.  adv.  vuU. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  (in  the  absence  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,)  now  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  infringing  the  plaintiff's  patent  granted 
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for  « Improvements  in  apparatus  for  the  manufacture  of  sulphate  of  soda, 
muriatic  acid,  chlorine,  and  chlorides." 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty;  that  the  plaintiflf  was  not  the  inven- 
tor; that  the  alleged  invention  was  not  new;  and  several  other  pleas,  which 
it  is  not  necessary  to  mention. 

At  the  trial,  before  me,  it  was  proved  by  the  plaintiflf,  that  the  apparati» 
commonly  used  for  making  sulphate  of  soda,  was,  a  brick  reverberatory 
furnace,  consisting  of  a  single  chamber,  with  a  fire  at  one  end  of  it.  The 
fire  struck  against  the  roof  of  the  chamber,  and  was  reflected  down  to  the 
floor;  and  the  smoke  and  gas  passed  out  at  the  other  end  of  the  chamber. 
M^^1  '^^^^  *vf^s  also  a  patent  called  Lutwyche's  patent,  which  was 
also  a  single  chamber,  one  part  of  the  floor  of  which  was  higher 
than  the  other.  The  whole  was  heated  by  the  same  furnace ;  and,  when 
the  materials  had  been  decomposed  on  the  lower  part  of  the  chamber,  they 
were  removed  to  the  raised  part,  where  the  heat  near  the  fire  was  greater 
than  at  the  other  end  of  the  chamber,  and  there  dried  or  roasted. 

The  plaintifi*,  in  his  specification,  stated :  « Instead  of  the  brick  fur- 
naces hitherto  employed  for  the  decomposition  of  common  salt,  and  for  its 
conversion  into  sulphate  of  soda,  I  have  found  that  iron  retorts,  constantly 
maintained  at  an  elevated  temperature,  may  be  advantageously  substituted 
for  that  purpose,  and  the  muriatic  acid  disengaged  therefrom  efiectually 
condensed  by  the  receivers  hereafter  described."  He  then,  by  words  and 
drawings,  described  his  apparatus  as  consisting  of  two  iron  retorts,  each 
having  a  separate  furnace,  one  for  decomposing  the  salt,  and  the  other  for 
roasting  or  finishing  the  sulphate  of  soda;  and  the  materials,  when 
decomposed,  were  to  be  pushed  from  one  retort  into  the  other  along  an 
inclined  plane  by  which  they  were  connected  together.  The  specification 
then  proceeded  thus : — «  As  the  above  operation  proceeds,  the  muriatic  gas 
expelled  from  the  salt,  passes  from  each  furnace,  through  their  respective 
branch  pipes,  into  the  main  pipe,  and  from  that  pipe,  through  another,  into 
the  first  receiver."  This  part  of  the  apparatus  was  also  explained  by 
drawings.  At  the  end  of  the  explanation,  the  plaintifi*  thus  described  his 
claim : — <<  I  do  not  claim  the  exclusive  use  of  iron  retorts,  but  I  do  claim, 
as  my  invention,  iron  retorts  worked  in  connection  with  each  other,  as 
above  described :  neither  do  I  claim  the  exclusive  use  of  receivers  filled 
with  glass  or  pebbles ;  but  I  claim  the  use  of  receivers  so  arranged  that 
*4341  ^^^  *acid  can  pass  from  one  to  the  other,  or  can  be  cut  off  at 
pleasure,  when  strong  acid  is  required." 

The  defendant  had  used,  for  making  sulphate  of  soda,  two  chambers, 
one  of  iron,  and  one  of  brick,  connected  by  an  opening  through  which  the 
materials,  when  decomposed  in  one,  could  be  pushed  into  the  other,  for 
roasting  or  finishing ;  each  chamber  being  heated  by  a  separate  furnace. 

For  the  plaintiff,  a  good  deal  of  evidence  was  given  ta  show,  that,  until 
his  patent  was  obtained,  the  use  of  two  chambers  with  separate  furnaces 
bad  not  been  known :  but  the  defendant  proved  that  a  person  at  Berwick 
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bad  previously  used  them,  connected  by  a  spout  ten  or  twelre  feet  long, 
throngh  Tvhich  the  materials,  when  partially  decomposed,  ran  from  one  to 
the  other,  in  which  the  soda  was  roasted  or  finished ;  and  a  similar  process 
was  proved  to  have  been  carried  on  by  a  manufacturer  at  Manchester  in  a 
similar  way. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiflT  on  the  issue  of  not  guilty ;  and,  as  to 
the  issues  joined  on  the  second  and  third  pleas,  they  found  «that  the 
alleged  invention  of  the  use  of  two  chambers  with  separate  furnaces  was 
DOt  new,  but  that  the  plaintiff's  mode  of  connecting  them,  was  new/' 

Each  party  had  leave  to  move  to  have  the  verdict  entered  in  his  favour 
on  this  special  finding ;  and  the  defendant  had  leave  to  move  to  have  the 
verdict  entered  in  his  favour  on  the  first  issue  also,  if  the  use  of  two  cham* 
bers,  one  of  iron,  and  the  other  of  brick,  could  not  be  an  infringement  of 
the  plaintiff's  patent  right ;  and,  in  Easter  term,  cross  rules  were  accord- 
ingly granted. 

The  latter  question  was  very  little  argued ;  and  we  are  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  issues  of  not  guilty  must  stand  ; 
for,  the  essence  of  the  plaintiff's  improvement  in  making  sulphate  of  soda 
was,  the  use  of  two  chambers  with  separate  furnaces  *for  the  two  r*4Q5 
stages  of  the  process ;  so  that  both  could  be  kept  in  action  at  the 
same  time,  at  the  different  temperature  reqiured  for  each  stage :  and  that 
principle  is  equally  acted  upon,  and  the  same  advantage  gained,  whether 
both  chambers  are  of  iron,  or  one  is  of  iron  and  one  of  brick.  The  mate- 
rial of  which  the  chambers  are  composed,  not  being  of  the  essence  of  the 
invention  claimed,  the  patent  right  might  be  invaded,  although  the  cham- 
bers used  by  the  defendant  were  not  of  the  material  mentioned  in  the 
plaintiff's  specification. 

The  other  question  depends  upon  what  is  the  true  nature  of  the  plain- 
tiflf's  claim  as  an  inventor.  If  he  claimed  the  use  of  two  chambers,  with 
separate  furnaces,  as  part  of  his  invention,  the  jury  have  said  that  it  was 
not  new,  and  the  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  defendant ;  otherwise, 
for  the  plaintiff.  It  seems  to  us  that  no  reasonable  doubt  can  be  enter- 
tained as  to  the  claim  made  by  the  plaintiff.  After  describing  by  words 
and  drawings  the  apparatus  which  he  used,  he  claimed  as  his  invention 
"iron  retorts  worked  in  connection  mlh  each  other^  as  above  described." 
It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  meaning  was,  that  he 
claimed  the  use  of  two  retorts  worked  in  connection  with  the  whole  of  the 
apparatus  for  condensing  the  muriatic  acid  gas.  But  the  words  of  the  spe- 
cification are  <<  in  connection  with  each  other,"  not  in  connection  with  the 
condensing  apparatus :  and  he  afterwards  goes  on  to  claim,  as  his,  the  par- 
ticular arrangement  of  receivers  which  he  had  previously  described. 

We  can  give  no  other  meaning  to  this  than  that  the  plaintiff  claimed, 
as  part  of  his  invention,  the  use  of  two  chambers  with  separate  furnaces, 
worked  in  connection  with  each  other,  so  that  the  materials  might  be  decom- 
posed in  one,  and  then  removed  to,  and  roasted  or  finished  in,  the  other ; 

z2 
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*4361  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  plaintiff  understood  such  to  be  *the  nature  of  his  claim, 
appears  clearly  from  the  disclaimer  he  has  entered  in  this  case ;  in 
which)  after  disclaiming  certain  words  in  his  description  of  his  claim,  he 
says :  <<  I  further  declare,  that,  though  I  did  not  intend  the  words  to  extend 
to  any  other  retorts  than  the  iron  retorts  described  in  my  specification,  viz. 
iron  retorts  worked  in  connection  with  each  other,  in  which  the  process  is 
commenced  in  one  retort  and  finished  in  another ;  yet  I  ha?e  been  informed 
the  words  may  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  iron  retorts ;  for  which  rea-, 
son  I  am  desirous  to  disclaim."  And  this  was  the  nature  of  the  claim 
which  the  plaintiff  endeavoured  at  the  trial  to  establish  by  evidence. 

The  jury  having  found  that  the  evidence  did  not  establish  it,  the  verdict 
on  that,  special  finding  most  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

Rule  aconrdinglj. 
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CLIFT  and  Another  r.  ELIZA  SCHWABE,  Administratrix,  with  the 
Will  annexed,  of  LOUIS  SCHWABE,  deceased.    June  16. 

A  effected  a  policy  on  his  own  life,  subject,  amongst  others,  to  the  following  conditkni*-*' 
diat  the  policy-  should  become  Toid,  if  the  assured  should  ilie  on  the  high  seas,  or  should 
go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  or  enter  the  military  or  naval  senrioe,  except  with  the 
permission  of  the  assurers— and  that  <*  every  policy  effected  by  a  person  on  his  or  her  own 
life  should  bo  void,  if  such  person  should  commii  wuicide^  or  die  by  duelling  or  the  hands 
of  justice." 

A  died  in  consequence  of  having  voluntarily,  and  for  the  purpose  of  killing  himself,  taken 
sulphuric  acid,  but  under  circumstances  tending  to  show  that  he  was  at  the  time  of  nx»> 
sound  mind. 

In  an  action  by  the  administratrix  of  A.  upon  the  policy,  the  defendants  pleaded  that  A.  did 
commit  wmadt^  whereby  the  policy  became  void;  and  at  the  trial  the  judge  directed  the 
jury,  uthat,  in  order  to  find  the  issue  for  the  defendants,  it  was  neoessaiy  that  they,  the 
jury,  should  be  satisfied  that  A.  died  by  his  own  voluntary  act,  btmg  thtn  akk  to  digti^gmdi 
hdwten  right  and  wrongs  and  to  appreciate  the  nature  and  quaUty  of  the  ad  that  he  was  doings 
eoaeto  be  a  reeponMe  moral  agent ;  that  the  burden  of  prooi|  as  to  his  dying  by  his  own 
voluntary  act,  was  on  the  defendants;  but,  that  being  established,  the  jury  must  assume 
that  he  was  of  sane  mind,  and  a  responsible  moral  agent,  unless  the  ooDtrary  should 
appear  in  evidence." 

Hddf  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions,  that  this  direction  was  erroneous;  ibr,  that  the  terms  of  the 
oonditaon  included  all  acts  of  voluntary  self-destruction,  and,  there£>re,  that,  if  A.  volun- 
tarily killed  himself,  it  was  immaterial  whether  he  was  or  was  not  at  the  time  a  respon 
sa»ie  moral  ngent-^dietentientibm  PoOoek^C,  E,  and  Wigktnum,  J. 


Assumpsit,  upon  a  policy  of  assurance.  The  first  count  of  the  declara^- 
tion  stated  that,  theretofore,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Louis  Schwabe, 
and  also  in  *the  lifetime  of  one  Henry  Barrett,  since  also  deceased,  r«4oo 
to  wit,  on  the  4th  of  July,  1836,  by  a  certain  memorandum  in 
writing  called  a  policy  of  insurance,  then* made  and  subscribed  by&e 
defendants  below  and  the  said  Henry  Barrett — after  reciting  that  the  said 
Louis  Schwabe  was  desirous  of  effecting  an  assurance  with  the  Argui 


438  Clift  v.  Schwabe.  T  .V.  1846. 

Assurance  Company^  in  the  sum  of  999/.,  upon  his  own  life,  and  had 
signed  and  caused  to  be  delivered  into  the  office  of  the  said  company,  a 
declaration  or  statement  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  25th  of  June,  1836^ 
declaring  that  the  age  of  the  said  Louis  Schwabe  did  not  exceed  thirty- 
eight  years,  that  he  had  been  vaccinated,  that  he  had  not  had  the  gout, 
that  he  had  not  been  afflicted  with  asthma,  fits,  convulsions,  spitting  of 
blood,  or  rupture,  and  that  he  was  not  afflicted  with  any  disorder  which 
tended  to  the  shortening  of  life,  and  that  the  assured  agreed  that  such 
declaration  or  statement  should  be  the  basis  of  the  contract  between  him 
and  the  said  company ;  and  further  reciting  that  the  said  Louis  Schwabe 
had  paid  to  the  said  company  17/.  25.  6e/.,  as  a  premium  for  the  assurance 
of  the  said  sum  of  999/.  for  twelve  calendar  months,  commencing  that 
day,  to  wit,  the  said  4th  of  July,  1836,  being  the  day  on  which  the  said 
policy  of  assurance  bore  date,  and  terminating  the  3d  of  July,  1837,  both 
inclusive,  the  receipt  whereof  was  thereby  acknowledged — it  was  witnessed, 
that  the  three  directors  of  the  said  company  whose  names  were  thereunto 
*4391     ^^^s^^b^^y  ^^  ^^^9  ^^^  defendants  below  and  *the  said  Hen^ 

Barrett,  who  then  were  directors  of  the  said  company,  and  whose 
names  then  were  subscribed  to  the  said  policy  of  assurance,  did  thereby 
agree,  that,  in  case  the  said  Louis  Schwabe  should  die  at  any  time  within 
the  term  of  twelve  calendar  months,  commencing  on  the  said  4th  of  July, 
1836,  and  terminating  on  the  3d  of  July,  1837,  both  inclusive;  or,  if  the 
said  Louis  Schwabe  or  his  assigns  should,  in  the  event  of  his  living  be- 
yond the  said  term  of  twelve  calendar  months,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  company  on  or  before  the  4lh  of  July  in  each  and  every  subse- 
quent year  during  the  life  of  the  said  Louis  Schwabe,  the  following  pre- 
miums, that  is  to  say,  &c.,  the  funds  or  property  of  the  said  company 
should,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said 
company,  be  subject  and  liable  to  pay  and  satisfy,  within  three  calendar 
months  after  satisfactory  proof  should  have  been  received  at  the  office  of 
the  said  company,  of  the  death  of  the  said  Louis  Schwabe,  unto  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  999/. ;  provided  always,  that,  if  any 
thing  averred  by  the  said  Louis  Schwabe  in  the  declaration  thereinbefore 
mentioned  to  have  been  made  by  him,  was  untrue,  that  policy  should 
be  null  and  void,  and  all  premiums  and  other  moneys  paid  in  respect 
thereof,  should  be  forfeited  to  the  said  company:  provided  also  that  that 
policy,  and  the  assurance  thereby  efiected,  were  and  should  be  subject  to 
the  several  conditions  and  regulations  thereupon  endorsed,  so  far  as  the 
same  were  or  should  be  applicable,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  same 
respectively  were  repeated  and  incorporated  in  that  policy:  Averment, 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  subscribing  of  the  said  policy  as 
aforesaid,  there  were  endorsed  thereon  the  conditions  and  regulations 
following,  that  is  to  say — First:  No  policy  shall  be  considered  in  force 
. 9AAM     beyond  twenty-one  days  after  the  expiration  of  the  year,  unless 

the  premium  then  due  shall  have  been  paid  *at  the  office  of  the  com* 
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pany,  or  to  some  one  of  the  agents  of  the  company;  but,  should  proof  be 
giren  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  board  of  directors,  that  the  party  or  parties 
whose  life  or  lives  hath  or  have  been  assured,  continue  in  good  health, 
the  policy  may  be  revived  at  any  period  within  six  calendar  months,  on 
payment  of  a  fine  to  be  fixed  by  the  board  of  directors,  not  exceeding 
lOs.  per  cent,  on  the  sum  assured,  or  at  any  time  within  twelve  calei  dar 
months,  on  the  payment  of  such  fine  as  the  board  of  directors  may  think 
reasonable — Second :  Policies  will  become  void,  if  the  parties  whose  lives 
have  been  assured  shall  die  on  the  high  seas^  except  in  passing,  in  decked 
vessels,  or  in  steamboats,  from  one  part  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  to  another  part  of  the  same  kingdom,  and  to  and 
(iom  the  islands  of  Guernsey,  Jersey,  Alderney,  Stark,  and  Man ;  and  also, 
in  time  of  peace,  in  King^s  ships  and  packet  or  passage  vessels  or  steam- 
boats, from  or  to  any  part  of  Great  Britain,  to  or  from  any  part  of  the 
Continent  situate  between  Hamburgh  and  Bordeaux,  both  inclusive ;  or 
ihaU  go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europef  or,  being  or  becoming  military  or 
naval  men,  shall  be  called  into  actual  service ;  unless  in  each  case  of 
going  upon  the  seas,  or  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  or  into  actual  ser- 
vice, permission  shall  have  been  granted  by  the  board  of  directors,  and 
SQch  premium  or  premiums  on  account  of  the  extra  risk  be  paid  as 
shall  be   required   by  the  board  of  directors — Third :   All   claimants, 
upon  the  decease  of  any  person  whose  life  shall  have  been  assunsd  by 
the  company,  must,  if  required^  make  proof  thereof,  and  give  such  fur- 
ther information  respecting  the  same,  as  the  board  of  directors  shall 
require — Fourth :  Reasonable  proof  will  also  be  required  of  the  time  of 
the  birth,  unless  the  fact  shall  have   been  previously  established,  in 
which  case   the   same   will  be  admitted  on  the  policy — Fifth:  If  the 
*age  of  any  person  whose  life  shall  be  assured  by  any  policy,  shall     rntAAt 
exceed  the  age  stated  in  the  declaration,  the  person  assured  thereby    ^ 
shall,  except  in  case  of  fraud,  be  entitled  under  such  policy  to  such  a 
sum  as  would,  according  to  the  rate  or  rates  at  which  the  assurance  was 
ttkcXed  and  continued  on  such  policy,  have  been  assured  thereby  for  the 
annual  or  other  premium  or  premiums  actually  paid  in  respect  thereof,  if 
the  age  of  the  person  whose  life  shall  be  assured  thereby  was  correctly 
stated  in  the  declaration — Sixth :  Every  policy  effected  by  a  person  on  his 
or  her  own  life  AM  be  void,  if  such  person  shall  commit  suicide^  on  die 
by  duelling  or  the  hands  of  justice  ;  but,  if  any  policy  effected  by  a  person 
on  his  or  her  own  life  shall  afterwards  be  actually  assigned  to  any  person 
or  persons  by  way  of  mortgage,  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  creditor  op  cre- 
ditors, or  charged  with  any  sum  or  sums  for  the  benefit  of  any  mortgagee 
or  mortgagees,  or  creditor  or  creditors,  and  the  person  on  whose  life  the 
assurance  shall  have  been  effected  shall  commit  suicide,  or  die  by  duelling 
or  the  hands  of  justice,  then  the  policy  so  assigned  or  charged-  shall  >not  be 
void  to  the  extent  of  the  principal  sum  or  sums  and  interest  secured  by 
the  assignment  or  charge ;  or,  if  any  policy  efieeted  by  any  person-on  his 
VOL.  m.  35 
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or  her  own  life  shall  afterwards  be  absolutely  assigned  to  a  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration,  in  any  transaction,  (except  that  of  settlement  upon 
or  after  marriage,  or  any  other  occasion,)  and  the  person  on  whose  life  the 
assurance  shall  have  been  effected  shall  commit  suicide,  or  die  by  duelliDg, 
or  by  the  hands  of  justice,  then  the  policy  so  assigned  shall  continue  io 
fiill  force,  notwithstanding  such  suicide  or  death — Seventh :  To  avoid  all 
possibility  of  protracting  or  defeating  equitable  and  just  claims  of  the 
assured  on  the  company,  by  the  delay  and  expenses  attendant  on  legal 
*4421  ^^°^^^»  ^^  ^^^1'  ^  competent  for  the  assured,  at  all  *times,  if  they 
shall  think  proper,  to  require  the  board  of  directors  to  submit  the 
subject  of  dispute  to  two  indifferent  persons,  one  to  be  nominated  by  the 
board  of  directors,  and  the  other  by  the  assured;  and  the  referees  so 
nominated  shall,  previously  to  undertaking  the  reference,  agree  upon  an 
umpire,  whose  decision  shall  be  final  between  the  parties,  in  case  such 
referees  disagree ;  but,  if  the  assured  shall  have  actually  commenced  a 
■suit  against  the  company,  and  shall  afterwards  require  a  reference,  it  can 
only  be  consented  to  by  the  board  of  directors,  upon  condition  of  their 
being  reimbursed  the  law  expenses  which  they  have  previously  incurred-* 
Eighth :  In  all  cases  where  any  policy  issued  by  the  company  shall,  eidier 
originally,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  be  or  become  subject  to  any  trust  or 
trusts  whatsoever,  the  receipt  of  the  trustee  or  trustees  for  the  time  being, 
for  the  sum  assured  by  such  policy,  shall,  notwithstanding  any  equitable 
claim  or  demand  whatsoever  of  the  person  or  persons  beneficially  entided 
to  the  policy,  be  an  effectual  discharge  to  the  company,  and  the  proprietors 
thereof— Ninth :  According  to  the  deed  of  settlement,  the  funds  or  pro- 
perty of  the  company  for  the  time  being  remaining  unapplied  and  undis* 
posed  of,  and  inapplicable  to  prior  claims  and  demands,  in  pursuance  of 
the  trusts,  powers,  and  authorities  therein  contained,  are  alone  made 
answerable  for  the  claims  and  demeinds  of  persons  assuring  with  the 
company,  and  their  annuity-creditors ;  and  the  directors  signing  the  poli- 
cies, or  the  instruments  securing  the  annuities,  are  to  be  personally  liable 
to  the  persons  to  whom  the  policies  shall  be  given,  or  annuities  granted, 
for  the  application  of  the  said  funds  or  property  in  discharge  of  the  mooej 
secured  by  the  policies,  and  of  the  said  annuitants,  and  not  further  or 
otherwise ;  and  neither  in  respect  of  the  persons  claiming  under  the  said 
mAA'i'i  policies,  or  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  said  ^annuities,  or  in 
^  respect  of  the  directors  who  may  have  signed  policies  or  instra- 
ments  securing  annuities,  or  any  of  their  heirs,  executors  or  administiaton, 
are  the  proprietors  at  large  of  the  company  to  be  answerable,  indirectlj  or 
directly,  further  or  otherwise  than  as  to  their  respective  shares,  not  subject 
to  prior  claims  or  demands,  in  the  company's  •capital  of  300,000/. ;  itbeisg 
4he  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  that  no  claim  upao 
^ny  policy,  or  upon  any  instrument  securing  iiny  annuity^  shall  be  enfoiced 
^against  any  one  or  more  of  the  directors,  his  or  their  heirs,  executors,  or 
yadministratorsi  to  a  greater  extent  than  the  funds  or  property  ^f  the  cob 
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paoy  at  the  time  of  recoveriag  apon  such  policy  or  instrument  securing 
sach  annuity  shall  be  competent  to  reimburse  him  or  them :  Averment, 
that  afterwards,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  Louts  Schwabe,  and  also  in  the  life* 
time  of  the  said  Henry  Barrett,  to  wit,  on  the  said  4th  of  July,  1836,  in 
consideration  that  the  said  Louis  Schwabe,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants 
below  and  Barrett,  had  then  paid  to  the  said  company  IIL  2s.  6d.  as  a 
premium  for  the  assurance  of  the  said  sum  of  999/.  for  the  said  space  of 
tweire  calendar  months  commencing  on  the  said  4th  of  July,  1836,  and 
had  promised  the  defendants  below  and  Barrett  to  observe,  perform,  and 
fulfil  all  things  in  the  said  policy  of  assurance  contained  on  the  part  and 
behalf  of  the  assured,  the  defendants  below  and  Barrett  promised  the  said 
Louis  Schwabe  that  all  things  in  the  said  policy  contained  on  the  part  and 
behalf  of  the  assignees  should  be  observed,  performed,  and  fulfilled,  accord- 
ing to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  policy :  Averment  of  the  due  pay- 
ment of  the  premiums  in  respect  of  the  policy  in  each  year  down  to  and 
including  the  year  1844 ;  and  that,  after  the  making  of  the  policy,  and  in 
the  lifetime  of  Louis  Schwabe,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  of  July,  1836,  the  time 
of  the  birth  of  the  said  Louis  Schwabe  was  established  *and  then  1-41444 
admitted  on  the  said  policy.  [The  declaration  then  set  out  four 
other  policies  of  assurance,  each  bearing  date  the  same  day,  and  efieeted 
for  the  same  sum  and  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  the  above.] 
Averment,  that,  within  the  term  of  twelve  calendar  months  commencing 
on  the  4th  of  July,  1844,  and  whilst  the  said  several  policies  of  assurance 
and  each  and  every  of  them  were  and  was  in  full  force  and  virtue,  and 
before  the  4th  of  July,  1845,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  January,  1845,  llie 
said  Louis  Schwabe  died ;  whereof,  more  than  three  calendar  mon^ 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  March,  1845, 
satisfactory  proof  was  received  at  the  office  of  the  said  company;  and, 
although  nothing  averred  by  the  said  Louis  Schwabe  in  the  declaratioas 
in  the  said  policies  respectively  mentioned  to  have  been  made  by  him,  or 
in  any  or  either  of  those  declarations,  was  untrue ;  ^nd  although  at  the 
time  of  the  said  death,  and  thenceforth  continually  hitherto  the  funds  and 
property  of  the  said  company  for  the  time  being  remaining  unapplied  and 
undisposed  of,  and  inapplicable  to  prior  elaims  and  demands  in  pursuance 
of  the  trusts,  powers,  and  authorities  in  the  said  deed  of  settlement  con- 
tained, were  and  had  been  and  remained  sufficient  to  satisfy  and  disob%vge 
aU  the  several  sums  of  money  in  and  by  the  said  policies  of  assuranoe 
respectively  assured,  and  all  other  claims  and  demands  of  persons  assuaing 
inth  the  said  company,  and  the  annuity-creditors  of  the  said  company ; 
and  although,  after  the  death  of  the  said  Louis  Schwabe,  to  wit,  on  die 
12th  of  April,  1845,  administration  with  the  last  will  and  testament  of  (he 
laid  Loub  Schwabe,  deceased,  annexedi  fcc„  in  due  form  of  law  was 
granted  to  the  plaintiff  in  his  behalf, — of  all  which  premises  the  defand- 
aats  below,  (having  then  survived  Barrett,)  and  the  said  company,  befofe 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  of  June,  1845,  had 
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*/AP.  ^notice,  and  then  were  requested  by  the  plaiDtrff  below,  as  admi- 
nistratrix as  aforesaid,  to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  her,  s 
administratrix  as  aforesaid,  the  said  five  several  sums  of  999/.  each,  in 
and  by  the  said  several  policies  of  assurance  respectively  mentioned  aod 
assured ;  yet  neither  the  defendants  below,  nor  the  said  company,  nor  aoj 
or  either  of  them,  nor  any  person  or  persons  on  their  or  his  behalf,  did  or 
would,  then,  or  at  any  time,  pay  to  the  plaintiff  below,  administratrix  as 
aforesaid,  the  same  several  sums  of  money  in  and  by  the  said  several 
policies  of  assurance  mentioned  and  assured  as  aforesaid,  or  any  or  eitber 
of  them,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  all  the  said  several  sums  of  999/.  each 
in  and  by  the  said  several  policies  of  assurance  respectively  mentiooed 
and  assured,  were  and  remained  wholly  due  and  unpaid  to  the  plaintiff 
as  administratrix  as  aforesaid ;  contrary  to  the  tenor  and  eflect,  true  intent, 
and  meaning  of  the  said  policies  of  assurance  and  the  promises  of  the 
defendants  below  and  Barrett,  and  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintifi^  as 
administratrix  as  aforesaid  of  10,000/.,  &c.  Profert  of  the  letters  of 
administration. 

The  defendants  below  pleaded  as  follows : — <<  that,  though  true  it  is, 
that  the  said  several  policies  of  insurance  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
were  so  made,  and  that  the  defendants  promised  as  in  the  declaration  is 
mentioned,  and  that  the  said  Louis  Schwabe  died  as  in  the  said  declara- 
tion also  is  alleged  ;  yet,  for  plea  to  the  said  declaration,  the  defendants 
say,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  several  policies  and  the  said  pro- 
mises respectively,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  January,  1845,  the  said  Louis 
Schwabe  did  cammii  stdcide  ;  whereby  the  said  policies  respectively  became 
and  were  void ;  and  this  the  defendants  are  ready  to  verify,"  &c. 

Upon  this  plea,  issue  was  taken  and  joined. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Cresswell,  J.,  at  the  Liverpool  sum- 
mer assizes  in  1845. 

*4461  *^^  ^^  P*'*  ^^  ^^  defendants  below,  it  was  proved  that  Louis 
Schwabe,  the  assured,  on  the  10th  of  January,  1845,  voluntarilj 
took  and  swallowed  a  quantity  of  sulphuric  acid,  sufficient  to  occasion 
death,  for  the  purpose  of  killing  himself,  and  that  he  died  on  the  following 
daji  by  reason  of  the  taking  and  swallowing  of  such  acid  ;  and  the  wit- 
nesses who  gave  such  evidence,  on  cross-examination  by  the  plaintiff's 
(soanseli  gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that  Louis  Schwabe,  when  he  took 
the  sulphuric  acid,  was  of  unsound  mind. 

The  learned  judge  thereupon  directed  the  jury — that,  in  order  to  find 
the  said  issue  for  the  defendants,  it  was  necessary  that  they,  the  jury,  should 
be  satisfied  that  Louis  Schwabe  died  by  hu  cum  voluntary  ad^  being  tkm 
Me  to  dtsHnguish  between  right  and  wrongs  and  to  appreciate  the  nature 
inmd  quedUy  of  the  act  that  he  was  doings  to  as  to  be  a  responsibk  morol 
agent ;  that  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  his  dying  by  his  own  voluntaiy  act, 
IfViav  on-tbe  defendants,  but,  that  being  established,  the  jury  must  assome 
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that  he  was  of  sane  mind,  and  a  responsible  moral  agent,  unless  the  con- 
trary should  appear  in  evidence. 

To  this  direction,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  below  excepted,  insist- 
ing  that  the  learned  judge  ought  to  have  charged  the  jury,  as  matter  of 
law,  that,  if  Louis  Schwabe  voluntarily  took  the  sulphuric  acid,  for  the 
purpose  of  destroying  life,  being  conscious  of  the  probable  consequences 
of  the  act,  and  having,  at  the  time  of  so  taking  it,  sufficient  mind  to  will 
to  destroy  life,  he  had  committed  suicide,  within  the  meaning  of  the  sixth 
condition  of  the  policy. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintsfi*  below,  damages  5140/. 
135.  9d.  Judgment  having  been  entered  up  for  that  sum,  and  costs,  the 
defendants  below  brought  a  writ  of  error.  The  exceptions  came  on  for  arr 
giiment  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  on  the  4th  of  December,  *1846,  [9447 
before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Pa&ke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Pattbson,  J., 
RoLFE,  B.,  WiGHTHAN,  J.,  and  Coleridge,  J. 

Sir  F.  KeUy^  Solicitor-General,  (with  whom  were  Jlfor/tn  and  Unilumky) 
for  the  plaintiiis  in  error.(a)  The  learned  judge  was  clearly  wrong  in  the 
construction  put  by  him  upon  the  words  of  the  condition  in  question — 
"  every  policy  efiected  by  a  person  on  his  or  her  own  life,  shall  be  void, 
j/*  such  person  shall  commit  suicide^  or  die  by  duelling  or  the  hands  qfjus^ 
tice.^^  The  words  «'  shall  commit  suicide"  do  not  possess  any  definite 
technical  meaning ;  the  real  questbn  is,  what  was  the  meaning  of  the 
contracting  parties — whether  the  office  intended  to  provide  against  an 
event  of  frequent  occurrence,  or  merely  against  the  crime  of  felonious 
self-slaughter?  The  law  upon  the  subject  recently  underwent  very  full 
discussion  in  the  case  of  BorradaUe  v.  Hunter^  5  M.  &  G.  639,  5  Scott, 
N.  R.  418.  There,  the  policy  contained  a  proviso,  inter  alia^  that,  in  case 
<<  the  assured  should  die  by  his  oum  handsy  or  by  the  hands  of  justice,  or 
in  consequence  of  a  duel,"  the  policy  should  be  void.  The  assured  threw 
himself  into  the  Thames,  and  was  drowned.  Upon  an  issue,  whether  the 
assured  died  by  his  own  hands,  the  jury  found  that  he  «  voluntarily  threw 
himself  into  the  water,  knowing  *at  the  time  that  he  should  thereby  t^aao 
destroy  his  life,  and  intending  thereby  to  do  so  ;  but  that,  at  the  ^ 
time  of  committing  the  act,  he  was  not  capable  of  judging  between  right 
and  wrong."  It  was  held  by  Coltman,  Erskine,  and  Maule,  Js.,  dis» 
sentiente  Tinbal,  C.  J.,  ihat  the  policy  was  avoided,  as  the  proviso  included 
all  acts  of  voluntary  self-destruction,  and  was  not  limited  by  the  accom'* 
panying  provisoes  to  acts  oi  felonious  suicide.    It  may  be  conceded,  that 

(a)  The  point  marked  for  argument  on  the  jmrt  of  tlie  plaintiffs  in  error,  was — » that, 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  expression  in  the  sixth  condition  of  the  several 
policies,  *  shall  commit  suicide,*  if  the  assured  by  hia  own  voluntary  act  put  himself  to  death, 
intending,  at  the  time  of  committing  die  act,  to  cause  his  own  death,  and  being  conscious 
that  such  would  be  the  probable  effect  of  the  means  employed  by  him  for  that  purpose,  the 
cnndition  attached,  and  the  several  poiicea  became  forfeited,  although,  at  the  time  of  so  killing 
himteU;  he  might  be  of  unsound  mind,  and  incapable,  by  reason  of  such  unsoundness,  of 
distinguishing  between  right  and  wrong;  and  that  the  juxy  ought  to  have  been  directed 
accordingly.'* 
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them,  that  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  Khmear  r.  JVlckobon 
should  abide  the  event  of  Kinnear  v.  Borradaite.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  Mr. 
Justice  EasKiKE  seeme  to  have  considered  the  difference  of  expression  to 
be  important :  for,  he  says^— t^When  I  find  the  terms  <  shall  commit  suicide,^ 
that  have  been  popularly  understood  and  judicially  considered  as  importing 
a  trtminal  act  of  setf^destructUmj  exchanged  for  terms  not  hitherto  so  con- 
stmedy  it  may,  I  thinks  be  fairly  inferred  that  the  terms  adopted  were 
intended  to  embrace  all  cases  of  intentional  self-destruction,  unless  it  can 
*4521  ^^  collected  from  the  immediate  context,  that  the  ^parties  used 
them  in  a  more  limited  sense."  Two  of  the  judges,  therefore,  in 
that  case,  would  have  been  in  &vour  of  the  plaintiff,  if  the  words  of  the 
condition  had  been  the  same  as  those  here  used.]  If  the  act  be  inten- 
tional, though  the  result  of  a  perverted  will,  it  is  still  suicide  within  the 
meaning  of  this  policy.  Lord  Coke,(a)  Hale,(&)  Hawkins,(c)  and  Black- 
stone,(c^)  in  treating  of  suicide,  all  consider  the  term  applicable  equally 
to  self-slaying  feloniously,  or  per  infortunium^  or  otherwise.  With  regard 
to  the  rule  of  construction  that  was  somewhat  relied  on  by  Tindal,  G.  J., 
in  BorradaUe  v.  HufUer — noscitur  a  socOs — even  assuming  it  to  be  appli- 
cable here,  it  does  not  aid  the  argument;  for,  acts  that  are  lawful, — ^such 
as  going  upon  the  high  seas,  or  beyond  the  limits  of  £urope, — are  in  this 
proviso  placed  in  juxta-position  with  unlawful  acts.  [Ald£Bson,  B.  A 
man  may  die  by  the  hands  of  justice,  and  yet  he  may  not  be  justly  con- 
demned.(e)]  Exactly  so.  Some  force  will  also  be  attempted  to  be  given 
to  the  word  «  commit,"  which,  it  will  probably  be  said,  implies  crimi- 
nality. There  are,  however,  many  instances  of  the  use  of  that  word  in  a 
manner  in  no  degree  importing  criminality  or  illegality :  for  instance,  in 
pleading,  a  man  is  said  to  commU  a  trespass  in  the  assertion  of  a  right  of 
way,  or  to  commU  an  assault  in  protection  of  himself  or  of  some  one  he 
is  bound  to  protect. 

J.  Henderson^  (with  whom  were  Knowles  and  Crompiont)  for  the  de- 
fendant in  error.  The  main  question  in  this  case  is,  what  is  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  words  «  shall  commit  suicide,"  as  used  in  this  instniment. 
*4531  ^^  *^^^y  necessarily  import  an  act  of  criminality,  the  direction  of  the 
learned  judge  to  the  jury  cannot  be  impeached.  The  word  « sui- 
cide" is  a  word  of  comparatively  modern  introduction.  Most  of  our  text- 
writers  use  it  as  synonymous  mthjelo  de  se.  Thus  in  Hale's  Pleas  of  the 
Crown,  c.  31,  p.  411,  412,  it  is  said :  «  Felo  de  se^  or  suicide,  is,  where  a 
man  of  age  of  discretion,  and  compos  mentis^  voluntarily  kills  himself  by 
stabbing,  poisoning,  or  any  other  way.  No  man  hath  an  absolute  interest  of 
himself:  but,  1.  God  Almighty  hath  an  interest  and  property  in  him,  and 
therefore  self-murder  is  a  sin  against  God.    2.  The  king  hath  an  interest 

(a)  4  Inst  c.  a  (6)  Hale,  P.  C^  o.  31,  pp.  411,  413. 

(c)  Hawk.  P.  C.  68.  (d)  4  fila.  Com.  189. 

(c)  Suppose  A.,  the  subject  of  insuianoe,  to  be  executed  after  a  npnae,  or  hj  the  sMfslf 
of  the  sherifl^  who  supposes  him  to  be  &,  the  party  really  under  septenoe  of  duath 
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in  bim,  and  therefore  the  inquintion  in  case  of  self-murder  is/elonicl  et 
volmntarie  seipsum  interfecU  et  murdravU^  contra  pacem  Domini  Regis. 
J  he  loses  bis  memory  by  sickness,  infirmity,  or  accident,  and  kills  him- 
self,  he  is  not  felo  de  «e,  neither  can  he  be  said  to  commit  murder  upon 
himself  or  any  other.  If  a  man  gives  himself  a  mortal  stroke  while  he  is 
nan  compos^  and  recovers  his  understanding,  and  then  dies,  he  is  not 
fdd  de  se  ;  for,  though  the  death  completes  the  homicide,  the  act  must 
be  that  which  makes  the  offence.  It  is  not  every  melancholy  or  hypo- 
cbomlriacal  distemper  that  denominates  a  man  non  compos  ;  for,  there  are 
few  who  commit  this  offence  but  are  under  such  infirmities ;  but  it  must 
be  such  an  alienation  of  mind  that  renders  them  to  be  madmen  or  frantic, 
or  destitute  of  the  use  of  reason :  a  lunatic  killing  himself  in  a  fit  of  lunacy, 
is  not  felo  de  ^e."  And  he  adds:  <«  It  must  be  simply  voluntary,  and  with 
an  intent  to  kill  himself."  So,  Lord  Coke  says  :(a)  « If  a  man  lose  his 
memory  by  the  rage  of  sickness  or  infirmity,  or  otherwise,  and  kill  him- 
self  while  he  is  not  compos  mentis^  he  is  not  felo  de  se:  for,  as  he  cannot 
commit  murder  upon  another,  so  in  that  case  he  cannot  commit  murder 
upon  himself.  If  one  during  the  time  *that  he  is  non  compos  mentis  t^ap^a 
give  himself  a  mortal  wound,  whereof  he,  when  he  hath  reco«  ^ 
vered  his  memory,  dieth,  he  is  not  felo  de  se:  because,  the  stroke  which 
was  the  cause  of  his  death,  was  given  when  he  was  not  compos  mcniis  t 
d  actus  nanfacit  ream,  nisi  mens  sit  rea.^^  And  Blackstone  says  :{b)  «<  A 
fdo  de  se  is  he  that  deliberately  puts  an  end  to  his  own  existence,  or 
commits  an  unlawful  malicious  act,  the  consequence  of  which  is  his  own 
death :  as  if,  attempting  to  kill  another,  he  runs  against  his  antagonist's 
sword ;  or,  shooting  at  another,  his  gun  bursts  and  kills  himself.  The 
party  must  be  of  years  of  discretion,  and  in  his  senses,  else  it  is  no 
crime"  [  Alderson,  B.  Felo  de  se  no  doubt  is  included  in  suicide ; 
but  the  question  is  whether  the  expression  here  used  is  confined  to  cri- 
minal suicide  or  felo  de  se,]  In  Dr.  Johnson's  Dictionary,  «  suicide"  is 
defined  «  self-murder ;  the  horrid  crime  of  killing  oneself."  Putting  a 
fair  and  reasonable  construction  upon  the  whole  of  this  instrument,  it  is 
impossible  to  hold  that  any  thing  short  of  a  criminal  act  or  self-destruc- 
tion  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties.  The  very  form  of  the  ex- 
pression, to  *<  commit  suicide,"  imports  a  deliberate  and  rational  exercise 
of  the  will :  it  is  as  if  the  words  had  been  <<  commit  the  crime  o/*  suicide." 
In  the  eye  of  the  law,  an  insane  person  can  have  no  will  or  intention. 
The  civil  law,  it  is  true,  makes  a  distinction  between  demens  And  furiosus  ; 
but  the  law  of  England  knows  no  degrees  of  insanity.  <«  The  law,"  as 
was  observed  by  Sir  J.  Jekyll,  in  The  Duchess  of  Cleveland's  case,{c)  «<wiU 
not  measure  the  sizes  of  men's  capacities,  so  as  they  be  compotes  mentis.^' 
[Pollock,  C.  B.  If  a  man  is  non  compos  m^ntis^  he  is  beyond  the  reach 
of  the  law.    How  can  it  be  predicated  of  one  insane  person  that  he  is 


f 


fa)  3  Inst  0.  8,  p.  54.  {b)  4  Bl.  Comni.  189. 

[r)  Cited,  HoweU's  State  Trials,  yol.  xxvii.  p.  1310. 
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«aB51     ^^P^^^  ^f  willing  ^to  do  an  act,  and  of  another  that  he  is  not  ? 
The  imperfection  of  language  compels  us  to  use  expressions  that 
are  very  inapt.    Alderson,  B.    An  insane  person  is  one  who  has  no 
dominion  over  his  will.(a)]     The  argument  on  the  other  side, — ^that  the 
policy  is  avoided,  if  the  assured,  at  the  time  of  committing  the  act  which 
terminated  so  fatally,  had  mind  enough  to  know  what  he  was  about,  and 
to  contemplate  and  intend  the  consequence  that  resulted, — suggests  a  dis- 
tinction which  the  law  repudiates.     [Parke>  B.     Lord  Hale  distinctly 
points  out  the  degrees  of  insanity.(6)]     The  learned  judge  in  this  case 
adopted  the  test  suggested  by  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  judges 
delivered  to  the  House  of  Lords,  in  answer  to  the  question  arising  out  of 
Jj/tJfaughioTi^s  case^  8  Scott,  N.  R.  595,    If  any  doubt  arises  from  the 
ambiguity  of  the  instrument,  the  inconvenience  must  be  borne  by  the 
assurers,  whose  language  it  is.     The  opinions  of  two  of  the  judges  in 
Barradaiie  v.  Hunter^  upon  the  import  oi  the  words  here  used,  support  the 
direction  in  this  case ;  and  those  of  the  other  two  are  not  at  all  incon- 
fluitent  with  it.   The  test  there  proposed  by  Maitle,  J.,  is  that  which  should 
guide  the  decision  of  the  present  case.     <«  In  construing  these  words," 
says  that  learned  judge,  <«  it  is  proper  to  consider,  first,  what  is  their 
meaning  in  the  largest  sense  which,  according  to  the  common  use  of  lan- 
guage, belongs  to  them  ;  and,  if  it  should  appear  that  that  sense  is  laiger 
than  the  sense  in  which  they  must  be  understood  in  the  instrument  in 
question,  secondly,  what  is  the  object  for  which  they  are  used.    They 
ought  not  to  be  extended  beyond  their  ordinary  sense,  in  order  to  com* 
*4561    P''^^^^^  ^  ^^^^  within  their  object ;  for,  that  would  *be  to  give 
effect  to  an  intention  not  expressed ;  nor  can  they  be  so  restricted 
as  to  exclude  a  case  both  within  their  object  and  within  their  ordinary 
sense,  without  violating  the  fundamental  rule  which  requires  that  effect 
should  be  given  to  such  intention  of  the  parties  as  they  have  used  fit 
words  to  express.     The  words  in  question,  in  their  largest  ordinary  sense, 
comprehend  all  cases  of  self-destruction,  and  certainly  include  the  case 
of  the  present  testator ;  but,  as  it  is  admitted,  that,  in  their  largest  sense, 
they  comprehend  many  cases  not  within  their  meaning  as  used  on  the 
present  occasion,  it  is  to  be  considered  whether  the  case  of  the  testator 
&Us  within  the  object  for  which  they  are  used  in  this  policy."   The  cases 
of  Garrett  v.  Barclay^  Kinnear  v.  BomidaUe^  and  Kinnear  v.  JVicAobos, 
have  little  or  no  bearing  upon  the  pre8ent.(c) 

Sir  F.  KeUy^  Solicitor-General,  in  reply.  Lord  Hale  treats  both  sui- 
cide and  homicide  as  including  a  killing  j^er  fij/^r^umtim.  As  well  might 
-t  be  said  that  homicide,  in  the  abstract,  can  only  mean  felonious  homi- 

(a)  An  insane  person,  dtmtnM^  (gut  ex  parU  tantwm  mentis  erron  ifwoftcr,)  frequently  exe^ 
cises  domixiion  over  the  will  under  the  influence  of  hope  and  fear.  The  definition  appesn 
to  be  more  applicable  to  the  case  of  tbe/iirioMf  (jpdmentu  adomma  hanme  eearet.') 

(6)  1  Hale,  P.  C^  c.  4,  p.  29. 

(c)  And  see  The  Jmicabk  Sopety  y.  BoUand,  Selw.  N.  P.  10th  edit  p.  1033,  4  Biigh,  K.  & 
194,  2  Dow.  &  CL  1. 
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cide,  as  that  suicide  can  only  mean  f&o  de  se*  If  dictionaries  are  to  be 
relied  on^  RicbardjBon  distinctly  puts  it  in  the  alternative ;  for^  be  defines 
<«  suicide"  as  «the  slaying  of  himself,  or  self-murder."  The  word 
« commit"  clearly  does  not  advance  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  de* 
fendant  in  error.  It  is  not  necessarily  confined  to  the  doing  a  thing  that 
is  criminal  or  unlawful.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  Suicide  per  infortunium  is- 
clearly  not  intended  by  this  policy.  Hale's  view  excludes  suicide  by  a 
reasonable  man.]  The  whole  extent  of  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Hale, 
is,  that  a  man  who  is  non  C€mipot  mentis j  cannot  hefdo  de  $e. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

*There  being  a  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the  judges  who    r«457 
vere  present  at  the  argument,*  their  judgments  were  given  seria-    *- 
<wi,  as  follows : — 

WiGHTMAN,  J.    I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  best  consideration  I  can  give 
to  this  case,  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury  upon  the  trial 
of  the  cause  was  right,  and  that  the  deceased  Louis  Schwabe  did  not,  under 
the  circumstances  found  by  the  jury,  commit  suicide,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy  of  assurance  upon  his  life.     The  exception  or  proviso  in  the 
policy  is  in  these  terms : — <«  Every  policy  effected  by  a  person  on  his  own 
life  shall  be  void  if  such  person  shall  commit  suicide,  or  die  by  duelling 
or  the  hands  of  justice."     The  defendants  below  pleaded  that  Schwabe, 
vhose  life  was  insured  by  himself,  did  commit  suicide ;  which  was  denied 
by  the  plaintiff  in  the  action.     The  evidence  was,  that  the  deceased  volun- 
tarily took  poison  in  sufficient  quantity  to  cause  death,  for  the  purpose  of 
kiUing  himself,  but  that  he  was,  when  be  took  the  poison,  of  unsound 
mind.    The  learned  judge  told  the  jury,  that,  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants  below,  they  must  be  satisfied  that  the  deceased  died  by  his  owti 
voluntary  act,  being  then  able  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong  and 
to  appreciate  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act  that  he  was  doing,  so  as  to 
be  a  responsible  moral  agent.     To  this  direction  a  bill  o(  exceptions  was 
tendered,  it  being  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  it  was  suf* 
ficient  to  entitle  them  to  a  verdict,  if  the  deceased  had  sufficient  mind  to 
intend  to  kill  himself,  and  to  know  that  the  poison  would  probably  have 
that  effect,  and  that  he  took  the  poison  with  that  intent,  though  he  might  be 
unable  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong,  or  to  appreciate  the  nature 
and  quality  of  the  act  he  was  doing,  so  as  to  be  a  responsible  moral  agent. 
The  question  therefore  is,  whether  by  the  word  «  suicide,"  •as     r*A^ 
used  in  the  policy,  a  criminal  killing  of  himself,  such  as  could    ^ 
only  be  committed  by  a  responsible  moral  agent,  was  intended  ;  for,  if  it 
was,  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  were 
right,  otherwise  not. 

The  term  « suicide"  has  no  technical  or  legal  meaning:  it  is  derived 
from  the  Latin:  but  the  compound  word  « n<icidium,"  firom  which  tbe* 
English  word  is  said  to  be  derived,  is  not  to  be  found  in  any.  Latin  die- 
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tionary  or  glossary,  that  I  have  met  with.(a)  It  is  admitted  that  the  word 
is  not  to  be  understood  in  the  largest  sense  of  which  it  is  capable,  as  that 
would  include  an  accidental  or  unintentional  killing  of  himself.  We  must, 
therefore,  consider  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  word  in  the  English  lan- 
guage, and  connect  such  ordinary  meaning  with  the  apparent  object  and 
intent  of  the  proviso  in  the  policy  in  which  it  occurs.  In  all  the  English 
books  in  which  it  occurs,  legal  or  other,  it  is  almost  invariably  used  to 
denote  a  criminal  act.  In  Johnson's  Dictionary  «  suicide,''  when  used  as 
denoting  an  act,  is  said  to  mean,  «  self-murder,"  « the  horrid  crime  of 
destroying  oneself;"  and  when  used  as  denoting  a  person,  is  said  to  mean 
<(  a  self-murderer."  In  Webster's  Dictionary  the  same  meaning  is  given: 
and  so  in  Rees's  Encyclopaedia,  and  in  the  Encyclopaedia  Britannica. 
Blackstone,  in  the  4th  volume  of  his  Commentaries,  p.  189,  uses  the  term 
«« suicide"  as  meaning  a/e/o  de  se.  He  says :  <<  As  the  suicide  is  guilty  of 
a  double  oHence,  one  spiritual,  and  the  other  temporal,  the  law  has 
ranked  it  amongst  the  highest  crimes."  Innumerable  instances  might  be 
given  to  show  that  the  word  <<  suicide"  is  almost  invariably  used  in  the 
English  language  in  a  criminal  sense,  and  that  such  is  the  meaning  of  the 
*4591  ^^^^  ^°  ^^^  general  and  ordinary  acceptation.  If  that  *be  so,  is 
there  any  thing  in  the  policy,  or  the  terms  of  it,  to  show  that  it  is 
used  in  the  proviso  in  question,  not  in  the  general  and  ordinary  sense,  but 
in  another,  of  which  it  is  capable,  though  unusual. 

The  word  is  used  in  a  disqualifying  proviso,  by  which,  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, the  insurance  and  the  premiums  paid  are  forfeited,  and  the 
benefit  of  the  policy  lost.  The  usual  rule  is,  to  look  strictly  at  the  terms 
of  such  provisoes,  and  not  to  extend  them  beyond  their  ordinary  meaning; 
but,  in  the  present  case,  if  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  term  «  suicide"  were 
more  imcertain  than  it  seems  to  be,  the  terms  used  in  the  proviso  itself,  in 
connection  with  it,  tend  to  show  the  sense  in  which  the  insurers,  whose  word 
it  is,  intended  it  should  be  used.  The  policy  is  to  be  void,  if  the  person 
« shall  commit  suicide,  or  die  by  duelling  or  by  the  hands  of  justice." 
The  three  excepted  modes  of  death  are  classed  together  in  one  exception 
or  proviso,  and  two  of  them  are  unquestionably  the  consequences  of  crime: 
and,  if  the  maxim  noscUur  a  socUs  applies,  it  strongly  tends  to  show  that 
the  third  is  used  in  a  criminal  sense  also.  In  Borradaik  v.  Hunter^  6  M. 
&  G.  639,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  418,  which  was  cited  upon  the  argument, 
Erskinc,  J.,  who  agreed  with  the  majority  of  the  judges,  says,  as  one  of 
the  grounds  for  bis  judgment  in  that  case — <«  When  I  find  the  terms,  <  shall 
commit  suicide,' — that  have  been  popularly  understood  and  judicially  con- 
sidered as  importing  a  criminal  act  of  self-destruction, — changed  for  terms 
not  hitherto  so  construed,  it  may,  I  think,  be  fairly  inferred  that  the  terms 
adopted  were  intended  to  embrace  all  cases  of  intentional  self-destruction, 
unless  it  can  be  collected  from  the  immediate  context,  that  the  parties  used 

(a)  In  tuicidkan  appears  to  have  been  used  for  in  nuxidhmi,  i.  t.  in  tuhridhtm :  Jhutmgti  m 
VtrbtL 
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them  in  a  more  limited  sense."  And  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  in 
his  judgment  in  the  same  case,  says:  "If  the  exception  had  run  in  the 
terms  <  shall  die  'hy  suicide,  or  by  the  hands  of  justice,  or  in  con-  [^aqq 
sequence  of  a  duel,'  surely  no  doubt  could  have  arisen  that  a 
felonious  suicide  was  intended  thereby."  I  refer  to  these  passages  in  the 
juflgments  of  these  learned  judges,  as  showing  their  understanding  of  the 
meaning  of  the  term  «  suicide,"  when  used  in  such  an  exception,  and  in 
connection  with  such  other  terms  as  occur  in  the  present  case. 

I  forbear  to  speculate  upon  the  probable  object  of  the  insurers  in  intro 
dacing  such  a  proviso.  It  can  hardly  be  because  such  modes  of  death  as 
these  excepted,  are  events  not  to  be  calculated  upon ;  for,  there  is  no  doubt 
but  that  the  probabilities  of  such  events  are  as  well  calculated  as  any  other ; 
and  moreover,  those  modes  of  death  are  not  excepted  where  the  policies 
are  for  the  benefit  of  others.  It  may  be  that  the  exception  in  case  of  sui- 
cide was  introduced  to  meet  the  case  of  a  person  insuring  his  life  with  the 
intention  of  committing  suicide,  in  order  to  benefit  his  family ;  or,  it  may 
be  that  the  insurers  were  influenced  by  some  higher  motive,  and  wished 
to  check  such  modes  of  death  a^  those  excepted.  Either  of  these  objects 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  word  suicide  was  used  in  its  ordinary 
sense,  importing  a  crime.  But,  as  no  satisfactory  result  can  be  drawn 
from  such  a  speculation,  it  is  better  to  judge  of  the  case  merely  by  the 
ordinary  sense  of  the  language  used  in  connection  with  the  other  terms 
which  are  used  along  with  it.  Upon  the  whole,  then,  it  seems  to  me  that 
there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  show  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  insurers 
to  use  the  word  «  suicide"  in  a  more  extended  sense  than  that  which  is 
ordinarily  and  popularly  attributed  to  it ;  and  that,  on  the  contrary,  the 
context  shows  that  it  was  their  intention  to  use  it  in  the  ordinary  and  popu- 
lar sense,  and  that  they  have  so  used  it ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  direc- 
tion of  the  judge  was  correct,  and  that  the  defendant  in  error  is  entitled  to 
judgment. 

•RoLFE,  B.     The  question  in  this  case  is  very  short.     Louis    r*Aai 

Schwabe,  in  the  year  1836,  insured  his  own  life  for  999/.,  in  an     *• 

office  of  which  the  plaintiffs  in  error  were  the  directors  liable  to  be  sued 

for  money  becoming  due  on  the  policies  of  insurance.    The  policy  by 

which  the  999/.  was  insured,  contained  a  clause  in  these  words : — «  Every 

policy  effected  by  a  person  on  his  own  life  shall  be  void,  if  such  person 

shall  commit  suicide,  or  die  by  duelling  or  the  hands  of  justice."  Schwabe 

died  in  1845,  and  the  defendant  in  error  obtained  letters  of  administration, 

and  then  sued  the  plaintifis  in  error  in  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  999/., 

secured  by  the  policy.     The  plaintifis  in  error  pleaded  that  Louis  Schwabe 

did  commit  suicide,  whereby  the  policy  became  void.     On  this  issue 

^M  joined.    The  issue  was  tried  before  my  brother  CaEsswncLL,  at  the 

Liverpool  summer  assizes  last  year ;  and,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifis  in 

emoT  witnesses  were  called  to  prove  that  Schwabe's  death  was  caused  by 

"W  having  voluntarily,  and  for  the  purpose  of  killing  himself,  swallowed  a 
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quantity  of  sulphuric  acid ;  and  the  same  witnesses  also  ^ave  etidence 
tending  to  show,  that,  at  the  time  of  his  so  swallowing  the  said  suiphuiic 
acidy  LfOuis  Schwabe  was  of  unsound  mind.  My  brother  CaESflranux,  in 
summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury,  told  them,  that,  in  order  to  find  the  issue 
for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  they  must  be  satisfied  that  Schwabe  died  by  iiis 
own  voluntary  act,  beingtben  able  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong, 
and  to  appreciate  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act  he  was  doing,  so  as 
to  be  a  responsible  moral  agent.  To  this  ruling  the  plaintiffs  in  eiror 
have  excepted ;  and  we  have  therefi>re  to  say  whether  that  ruling  was 
right;  and  this  depends  on  the  meaning  of  the  words  in  the  policy  «<iU 
commit  suioide.^^  If  they  mean,  shall  destroy  his  own  life  under  circum- 
stances which  will  make  him  a  **/do  de  se,"  then  the  ruling  was  right: 
*4621  ^^^7  *o^^<^  merely  ^^  shall  tntentionally  kill  hiaisdf,^^  then  the 
ruling  was  wrong. 

The  word  «  suicide^'  is  not,  as  it  appears  to  me,  a  word  of  art,  to  which 
any  legal  meaning  is  to  be  affijced  different  from  that  which  it  is  popularij 
understood  to  bear.  The  authorities  referred  to  by  the  defendant  in  error, 
as  showing  that  suicide  means  the  felonious  taking  away  of  a  man's  own 
life,  do  not  at  all  bear  out  his  proposition.  Lord  Hale,  indeed,  in  the 
thirty-first  chapter  of  his  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  vol.  i.  p.  411,  certainly 
speaks  oifdo  de  te  and  suicide,  as  convertible  terms,  and  defines  both 
the  one  and  the  other  as  being,  where  a  man  of  the  age  of  discretion,  find 
compos  mentis,  voluntarily  kills  himself.  But  it  appears  to  me  plain  from 
the  whole  context  of  the  passage  in  question,  that  Lord  Hale  did  not 
understand  that  he  was  giving  a  definition  of  the  term  suicide,  except  as  it 
was  often  used  to  mean  the  same  thing  as  /elo  de  se ;  and  this  seems 
inanifest  from  the  fact,  that,  what  in  the  passage  in  question  he  calls  sui- 
cide, he  a  few  lines  above  designates  as  homiddiiim  sui  ipsius.  Now, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  man  who  takes  away  the  life  of  another, 
commits  homicide^  even  though  the  act  was  justifiable,  or  may  have  hap- 
pened entirely  «/ier  t7t/br^nttfjfi,"  and  was,  therefiire,  not  criminal  at  all; 
see  Hale  P.  C.  c.  39.  And,  therefore,  taking  sifioide  as  meaning  the  same 
thing  as  homicide  of  one's  self,  it  seems  to  follow,  that,  in  the  opinion  of 
Lord  Hale,  neither  guilt  nor  moral  reaponsibility  is  necessarily  invoked 
in  its  legal  definition. 

The  passage  to  which  we  were  referred  in  4  Bla.  Com.  189,  seems 
strongly  to  show  that  suicide  does  not,  in  the  opinion  of  that  learned  jadge, 
necessarily  include  the  notion  of  moral  responsibility.  The  learned  com- 
mentator, after  stating  that  the  party  who  destroys  himself  is  uc^/elo  de 
se,  unless  he  was  in  his  senses,  adds  that  coroners'  juries  are  apt  to  push 
**4631  ^'^  principle  too  *far,  and  to  hold  that  the  very  act  of  swadi  is 
evidence  of  insanity.  It  is  plain  that  the  word  suioide  is  there 
used  as  designating  the  mere  act  of  self-destruction ;  otherwise,  the  pa^ 
sage  would  be  insensible. 

Tbe^y  other  anthority  referred  to^  m  which  the  word  suicide  oceorsy  is 
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the  receat  case  of  BarradaUe  v.  HufUer,  5  M.  &  G.  639, 5  Scott,  N.  R.  418, 
which  was  ao  action,  like  this,  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  in  which  was  a 
stipulation  making  it  void,  not,  as  in  this  case,  if  the  party  should  commit 
suicide,  but,  if  he  should  <«  die  by  his  oum  hands.^^  There,  a  majority  of 
the  court  held  that  the  assured,  having  intentionally  destroyed  himself, 
though  he  was  at  the  time  incapable  of  distinguishing  between  right  and 
wrong,  the  policy  was  void.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  differed  from  the  rest  of  the 
court;  and,  at  p.  668  of  his  judgment,  the  following  passage  occurs: 
« The  expression,  dying  by  his  own  hand,  is  in  fact  no  more  than  the 
translation  into  English  of  the- word  of  Latin  origin  ^suicide:"  but,  if  the 
exception  had  run  in  these  terms — <  shall  die  by  suicide,  or  by  the  hands 
of  justice,  or  in  consequence  of  a  duel,'  surely  no  doubt  could  have  arisen 
that  B/ehnious  suicide  was  intended  thereby.''  This,  though  it  certainly 
shows  that  Tindal,  C.  J.,  would,  from  the  context,  have  interpreted  the 
word  suicide  in  this  policy  as  he  did  the  words  «  die  by  his  own  hands," 
in  Borradaile  v.  Hunter^  as  referring  only  to  cases  of  self-destruction 
perpetrated  by  persons  of  sound  mind,  yet  shows  also  that  he  did  not  think 
that  to  be  the  necessary  or  natural  meaning  of  the  word  suicide,  standing 
alone.  The  distinction  between  felonious  suicide  and  suicide  not  felonious, 
taken  and  observed  on  by  that  learned  judge,  seems  conclusively  to  show, 
that,  in  his  opinion,  suicide  did  not  necessarily,  ex  vi  terminiy  import  a 
criminal  act,  and  therefore  the  *act  of  a  responsible  moral  agent ;  fAjRA 
and  in  the  same  case,  near  the  bottom  of  page  688,  Ebskine,  J., 
speaks  of  criminal  suicide,  showing  that  he  took  the  same  view  of  the 
meaning  of  the  word  suicide  as  was  taken  by  the  lord  chief  justice.  All 
these  authorities  seem  to  me  to  favour  my  interpretation  of  this  word. 

But,  after  all,  our  decision  must  rest  entirely  on  what  is  the  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  term.  In  my  opinion,  every  act  of  self-destruction  is,  in 
common  language,  described  by  the  word  suicide,  provided  it  be  the  in- 
tentional act  of  a  party  knowing  the  probable  consequence  of  what  he  is 
about.  This  is,  I  think,  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  word ;  and  I  see 
nothing  in  the  context  enabling  me  to  give  it  any  but  its  ordinary  signifi- 
cation. 

For  these  reasons,  I  think  tibata  venire  de  novo  must  be  awarded. 

Pattesok,  J.(a)  The  sole  question  is,  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  the 
words  (« commit  suicide,"  in  the  policy  in  question  ? 

It  is  argued,  first,  that  these  words  have  a  technical  meaning,  and  im- 
port a  felony. 

No  authority  is  cited  for  this  position:  no  case  in  which  the  finding  of 
a  jury  that  A.  had  ^^  committed  suicide,"  has  been  held  equivalent  to  a 
finding  that  A.  had  «« murdered  himself,"  or  that  A.  was  <<  a  felon  of  him- 
selt"  I  apprehend  that  the  word  ^<murdravU^^  was  as  necessary  in  a 
sase  of  Jelo  desessia  the  case  of  the  murder  of  another  person ;  and, 

(a)  Coleridge,  J^  was  absent  He  had  heaid  Uie  argument,  and  conoiirfed  in  opinion 
^^  tbe  mi^oriiy  of  the  judges. 
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unless  some  records  could  be  found,  or  some  decisions  of  the  courts,  in 
M'hich  the  word  «  suicide"  has  been  held  to  haye  the  same  meaning  as 
(( self-murder,"  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  what  ground  there  is  for  saying 
that  the  words  «  commit  suicide"  have  any  technical  meaning. 
•4651  *'^  ^^  argued,  secondly,  that  the  words,  in  their  ordinary  accep- 
tation, import  felony. 

Now,  the  word  «  suicide,"  literally  translated,  means  only  «<  killing  him- 
self or  herself:"  the  circumstances  attending  the  act  manifesdy  cannot 
affect  the  literal  meaning  of  the  word. 

Reference  is  made  to  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  c.  31,  p.  411,  where  Lord 
Hale,  in  speaking  of  the  difierent  kinds  of  murder,  speaks  of  suicide— ;/eb 
de  96,  No  doubt,  he  does ;  but  he  is  treating  of  criminal  suicide  only ;  and 
he  nowhere  intimates  that  the  word  «  suicide"  in  itself  imports  crimioal 
suicide.  Johnson's  dictionary  and  Richardson's  dictionary  are  also  referred 
to :  but  they  are  of  very  little  weight  when  the  court  is  considering  what 
the  parties  to  a  contract  mean  by  the  words  they  have  used.  The  word 
<(  commit"  is  said  always  to  be  used  in  a  bad  sense :  be  it  so ;  but,  how 
does  that  prove  that  it  communicates  the  quality  of  felonious  to  the  word 
«  suicide  ?"  No  suicide  is  good  or  meritorious ;  it  must  always  be  spoken 
of  in  a  bad  sense,  however  pitiable,  or,  one  may  hope,  excusable,  the  cir- 
cumstances of  it  may  be. 

But  it  is  argued,  thirdly — which  is  the  true  question — ^that  a  felonions 
suicide  only  is  pointed  at  by  this  policy,  and  that  this  appears  by  the  words 
themselves,  and  by  the  context. 

Now,  the  words  themselves  are  large  enough  to  embrace  all  self-destruc- 
tion, as  well  as  self-murder :  not  indeed,  as  was  admitted  in  BorradaUe  v. 
Hunter^  to  embrace  cases  of  mere  accident,  or  of  insanity  extending  to 
unconsciousness  of  the  act  done,  or  of  its  physical  consequences ;  because 
such  cases,  although  comprehended  in  the  very  words  themselves,  cannot 
'4661  ^^  considered  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  *contract- 
ing  parties ;  but  clearly  embracing  an  act  of  self-destruction  com- 
mitted by  a  person  who  was  aware  of  the  probable  consequence  of  the  act, 
and  intended  that  consequence  to  follow.  The  context  in  this  case,  as  in 
BorradaUe  v.  Hunter^  is,  «<  or  die  by  duelling  or  the  hands  of  justice," 
except  that,  in  that  case,  the  words  were — «  die  by  his  own  hands,  or  by 
the  hands  of  justice,  or  in  consequence  of  a  duel,"  so  that  the  verb  "  die" 
applied  to  all  the  members  of  the  sentence,  whereas,  here,  the  words 
«  commit  suicide"  are  complete  as  a  sentence,  without  any  word  taken 
from  the  other  part.  I  do  not  know  that  this  makes  any  difference.  It  is 
true,  that  the  other  two  modes  of  death  appear  to  be  connected  with  felony : 
yet  I  apprehend  that  the  actual  felony  is  no  part  of  the  cause  of  exception 
from  liability.  If  it  were,  it  would  be  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
that  the  deceased,  although  dying  by  the  hands  of  justice,(a)  was,  in  truth, 
innocent  of  the  crime  Ibr  which  he  sufiered;  in  the  same  manner  as  it  is, 

(a)  Vide  supri,  452  (<). 
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no  doubt,  competent  to  an  executor  to  trarerae  an  inquest  oiftlo  de  se^ 
found  upon  view  of  the  body  of  bis  testator,  by  a  coroner's  jury ;  or,  that 
the  deceased,  although  killed  in  a  duel,  had  fired  his  pistol  in  the  air,  and 
neTer  contemplated  shooting  at  his  opponent.  Such  defences  would 
surely  be  excluded ;  for,  the  words  of  the  exception  are  express — «  die 
by  the  hands  of  justice,"  whether  justly,  or  not,(a)  «or  by  duelling,"  wlie- 
ther  it  were  felony  or  not.  It  seems,  in  truth,  that  the  exception  is  not 
framed  with  reference  to  the  commission  of  any  felony  or  crime ;  but  to 
guard  against  the  time  for  payment  of  the  sum  insured  being  accelerated 
by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  party  interested  in  the  money.  It  is  equally  so 
accelerated  by  voluntary  act,  if  the  deceased  knew  the  consequences  of 
his  act,  and  intended  them  to  follow,  whether  he  was  sane  or  under  some 
delusion  as  to  the  moral  Equality  of  the  act  done.  That  the  volun-  r«467 
taiy  act  of  the  party  interested, — and  not  the  felony, — is  the  thing 
contemplated  by  the  exception,  is  further  apparent  from  this  circumstance, 
that  the  clause  in  the  policy  goes  on  to  do  away  with  the  exceptions  alto- 
gether,  when  the  deceased  has  parted  with  all  interest,  either  for  himself 
or  his  family,  by  assigning  the  policy,  and,  where  the  deceased  has  mort- 
gaged or  charged  it  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  to  do  away  with  the  excep- 
tion to  the  extent  of  the  sum  secured ;  yet  felony  would  be  committed  in 
those  cases  just  as  much  as  if  the  policy  had  not  been  assigned. 

I  do  not  inquire  into  the  reason  of  this  qualification  of  the  exception  in 
the  policy, — whether  it  has  any  thing  to  do  with  the  removal  from  the 
deceased  of  temptation  to  destroy  himself  when  he  has  parted  with  hts 
interest,  or  not ;  or  whether  it  is  inserted  as  an  inducement  to  those  who 
vant  to  raise  money,  to  efiect  policies  at  this  office ;  or  what  other  reason 
may  be  conjectured.  It  is  sufficient,  for  my  purpose,  that  it  tends  to  show 
that  the  contracting  parties  did  not  regard  the  commission  of  felony,  as 
such,  in  their  contract. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  words  <«  commit  suicide" 
mean  only  <«  kill  himself;"  and  that  the  true  question  to  be  put  to  the  jury 
u  that  which  was  put  by  Erskine,  J.,  in  Borradaik  v.  Hunter — ^whether 
the  deceased  knew  the  probable  consequences  of  his  act,  and  did  that  volun- 
tarily, intending  such  consequences  to  follow ;  and  that  no  question  should 
be  put  as  to  the  act  done  being  criminal  or  not. 

It  follows,  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed^  and  a 
venire  de  novo  awarded. 

Alderson,  B.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  a  venire  de 
novo  in  this  case ;  and  I  shall  say  but  a  very  few  words  upon  tfce  points^ 
raised. 

The  true  principle  governing  cases  of  this  sort  seems  *to  be-vevy    p»46g 
well  laid  down  by  my  brother  Mavlx  in  Borradaik  v.  Ihmier. 
The  words  in  question  seem  to  me  in  this  case  to  have  their- proper  con- 
struction, when  taken  as  including  all  eases  of  voluntaiy  selftdestruction 

(a)  Vide  sapik,  492  (c). 
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Thej  do  not  apply  to  cases  in  which  the  wiU  is  not  exercised  at  all ;  a8» 
nrhere  death  results  from  accident  or  delirium  ;  but  where  the  self-destrac- 
tion  is  voluntary^  although  the  will  may  be  perverted^  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  the  argument  arising  out  of  the  peculiar  use  ot  the  word 
(« suicide"  in  this  conitract,  is  fallacious ;  and  that  the  word  is  often  used 
in  its  most  extended  sense,  that,  namely,  which  has  been  assigned  to  it  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  For  instance,  to  take  so  common  a  book 
as  the  Encyclopedia  Britannica,  under  the  head  of  <<  Suicide,"  I  find  this 
observation :  «  The  general  causes  of  suicide  are  twofold — ^insanity  and 
crime."  So  that  the  word  <<  suicide"  has  often,  in  its  ordinary  accepta- 
tion in  the  English  language,  that  enlarged  sense ;  and  it  is  not,  therefore, 
to  be  confined  to  cases  of  criminal  intention  alone.  Then,  reliance  is 
placed  upon  the  words  in  the  company  of  which  the  word  «  suicide"  is 
found  in  the  policy — <<  death  by  duelling  or  by  the  hands  of  justice.''  I 
doubt,  however,  whether  that  argument  carries  the  case  much  further. 
Suppose  a  person  insured  were  to  die  in  a  duel,  I  do  not  conceive  it  would 
be  competent  to  his  representatives  to  say  that  he  was  insane  at  the  time. 
Cases  may  easily  be  suggested,  in  which  a  duel  might  be  fatal,  and  yet  not. 
felonious ;  such  as,  a  duel  in  the  course  of  war,  or  the  like. 

The  case,  however,  has  been  so  fully  gone  into  by  those  learned  judges 
who  have  immediately  preceded  me,  that  I  shall  do  no  more  than  express 
my  concurrence  with  their  judgments. 

Parke,  B.  The  question  in  this  case  may  be  very  shortly  stated.  By 
*4691  ^^^  terms  of  the  policy,  all  the  'conditions  and  regulations  endorsed, 
are  incorporated  in  it ;  and  one  of  those,  the  sixth,  is,  that  every 
policy  effected  by  a  person  on  his  own  life,  shall  be  void,  if  such  persoo 
shall  commit  suicide,  or  die  by  duelling  or  the  hands  of  justice :  and  there 
is  a  plea,  that  the  intestate  did  commit  suicide. 

On  the  trial,  my  brother  Cbesswell  told  the  jury,  "that,  in  order  to 
find  the  said  issue  (a)  for  the  defendants,  it  was  necessary  that  the  saki 
jury  should  be  satisfied  that  Schwabe  died  by  his  own  voluntary  act,  being 
then  able  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrongs  and  to  appreciate  the 
nature  and  quality  of  the  act  that  he  was  doing,  so  as  to  be  a  responsible 
moral  agent ;  that  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  his  dying  by  his  own  volun- 
tary act,  was  on  the  defendants,  but,  that  being  establi^d,  the  juiy  mast 
aasume  that  he  was  of  sane  mind,  and  a  responsible  moral  i^ent,  unless 
the  contrary  should  appear  in  evidence." 

The  question  is,  whether  thb  direction  w$s  correct.  I  agree  with  the 
majority  of  the  judges  who  have  preceded  me,  that  part  of  the  direction, 
viz.  that  as  to  the  necessity  of  his  being  a  responsible  moral  agent,  was 
wrong;  for,  I  think,  that,  according  to  the  proper  construction  of  this 
policy,  if  the  intestate  voAmteri/y  killed  himself,  it  was  iaamaterial  whether 
he  was  then  sane  or  not. 

This  being  a  written  contract  between  the  parties^  the  constmctkm  of  it 

{ji)  The  isfoe  joined  on  tlie  aei  ond  plea. 
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belongs  to  (he  court ;  and  the  court  must  adopt  the  usual  rules,  and  con- 
strue the  provisos  or  conditions,  as  well  as  the  other  parts  of  the  instrument, 
according  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  language  used ;  except  that 
terms  of  art,  or  technical  words,  must  be  understood  in  their  proper  sense, 
unless  the  context  controls  or  alters  their  meaning:  ancient  words  may  be 
explained  by  contemporaneous  usage ;  *and  words  which  have  i-v^yq 
acquired  a  peculiar  sense,  by  usage,  in  particular  districts,  occu-  ^ 
pations,  or  trades,  must  be  read  (ihe  usage  being  found  by  the  jury)  in 
their  acquired  sense. 

Here,  there  is  no  occasion  ibr  any  of  these  exceptions  in  construing  this 
instrument.  The  two  latter  are  inapplicable ;  and  there  is  no  ground  for 
saying  that  the  word  <<  suicide"  is  a  legal  technical  term,  or  word  of  art. 
An  inquisition  stating  that  the  deceased  committed  suicide,  would  be 
clearly  informal  and  bad.  Nor  have  we  a  decision  of  any  court  on  the 
meaning  of  these  precise  words,  by  which  w*e  should  consider  ourselves 
bound.  The  case  of  Borradaik  v.  Hunter,  5  M.  &  6.  639, 6  Scott,  N.  R. 
418,  certainly  is  not  soch ;  nor  can  the  intimation  of  the  opinion  of  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  by  way  of  illustration  of  his  argument,  as  to 
the  meaning  of  the  expressions  now  under  consideration,  have  the  same 
effect  as  a  decision. 

The  whole  question  resolves  itself  into  an  inquiry  as  to  tfie  sense  of 
words  used  in  the  ordinary  language  of  the  present  day,  the  instrument 
to  be  construed  bearing  date  in  the  year  1836;  and  we  are  all  perfectly 
competent  to  forin  an  opinion  upon  such  a  subject,  and  need  dot  refer  to 
lexicographers,  or  authors,  ancient  or  modern.  If  the  case  depended  on 
the  explanation  given  by  dictionaries,  the  result,  nevertheless,  would  be  the 
same.  Johnson,  indeed,  explains  the  word  « suicide"  by  « self-murder, 
the  horrid  crime  of  self-murder" — which,  no  doubt,  it  includes ;  Webster, 
as  both  «  self-murder"  and  «<  the  act  of  designedly  destroying  one-self," 
and  adds,  to  constitute  suicide,  the  person  must  be  of  years  of  discretion, 
and  refers  to  Blackstone,  inaccurately  ;(a)  for,  the  passage  in  that  author(6) 
applies  to  ^person  being  /do  de  se;  Richardson,  who  states  them  i-m-vi 
to  be  words  of  modern  formation,  as  «« the  slaying  of  himself,  or  ^ 
self-murder."  But  the  question  does  not  depend  upon  the  opinion  of  such 
authors ;  for,  though  tliey  are  authorities,  they  are  not  conclusive :  the  case 
turns  on  the  meaning  of  the  vernacular  language  which  we  now  use ;  and 
I  must  own  that  I  feel  no  doubt  as  to  the  import  of  the  expression  «<  com- 
mit suicide."  In  ordinary  parlance,  every  one  would  so  speak  of  one  ^bo 
bad  purposely  killed  himself,  whether  from  UMum  of  Kfe,  or  tramipoit  of 
grief,  or  in  a  fit.  of  temporary  insanity.  To  die  by  his  own  hands,  or  to 
commit  suicide,  seems  to  me  to  be  ail  one,  and  to  apply  to  all  oases  of 
voluntary  aelf^homicide ;  and  I  do  not  see  any  reason  why  a  diflerent 

(a)  Except  upon  the  soppootiDii  that  Uie  author  oonridered  xraieUI^  and  <(feionioii8  seU^ 
dettroetion," — m  was,  in  this  case,  contended  by  the  plaintiff  below,— ro  be,  in  truth,  oon- 
vertible  terms. 

*)  ToL  IV.  p.  189. 
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sense  to  the  ordinary  one  should  he  attributed  to  these  words  in  this  instro* 
ment :  on  the  contrary,  I  see  very  good  ground  for  beliering  that  they  are 
used  in  their  ordinary  sense,  in  order  to  avoid  the  consequences  which 
would  have  followed  the  adoption  of  such  words  as  <<  committing  felonj 
of  himself,"  or  «  self-murder ;"  as  it  may  be  well  supposed  that  juries 
would,  in  favour  of  the  family  of  the  deceased,  take  the  same  lax  view 
of  the  evidence  as  coroners'  juries  generally  do. 

I  think  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  a  venire  de  nor^ 
awarded. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  I  regret  that  I  differ  from  the  majority  of  the  court 
who  have  already  delivered  their  opinions :  but,  as,  after  the  fullest  deli- 
beration, I  feel  compelled  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  direction  of 
my  brother  Cresswell  to  the  jury  at  the  trial,  was  correct  in  point  ia  law, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  below  is  entitled  to  our  judgment,  it  is  my  duty,  with 
whatever  reluctance  and  hesitation,  to  state  my  own  view  of  the  case,  and 
the  reasons  upon  which  that  conclusion  is  founded. 
*4721  '^^^  question,  in  point  of  form,  has  been  so  clearly  ^stated  al- 
ready, that  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  it  again ;  but,  in  substance, 
it  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  «  c^mmiU  suicide^^  in  the  policy 
in  question  ?— does  the  expression  mean  and  include  that  the  party  wa5 
amipot  merUisJ  that  he  was  a  responsible  being,  capable  of  distinguishing 
right  from  wrong, — as  stated  by  my  brother  Cresswell  ?  or,  is  the  expres- 
sion applicable  to  a  person  who  i/U^fiona/Zy  produces  his  own  death,  (that 
is,  uses  the  means  of  destruction,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  effects  they 
will  produce,  and  with  the  intention  of  producing  them,)  but  whose  under- 
standing, or  judgment,  or  will,  is  so  perverted  by  disease  that  he  has  ceased 
to  be  responsible  criminally  for  his  conduct  ? — in  short,  who  is  insane  (pos- 
sibly) upon  every  other  point  but  the  physical  efiects  of  using  a  deadly 
weapon,  or  the  result  of  applying  adequate  means  to  produce  the  destruc- 
tion of  life  ? 

In  considering  the  question,  every  thing  turns  on  the  meaning  of  the 
words  as  ordinarily  occurring  in  the  English  language  and  in  English  au- 
thorities, and  especially  in  books  written  on  law  or  morals. 

Now,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  <<  suicide j^*  merely  as  an  English 
word,  according  to  the  best  authorities  ?  Does  it  mean  the  killing  of  one's 
self,  in  the  same  way  as  <<  homicide"  means,  simply,  the  killing  of  a  hu- 
man being — whether  by  accident,  negligence,  or  in  self-defence  ?  or,  does 
it  imply  a  criminal  taking  away  of  one's  own  life  ? 

The  word  is  of  modern  origin :  it  does  not  occur  in  the  Bible,  or  in  any 

English  author  before  the  reign  of  Charles  II. ;  probably,  not  till  after  the 

reign  of  Anne.     As  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  trace  it,  it  first  occurs  as  an 

*4731    ^^^^^  ^^'^  ^  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown.    Hale  was  a  judge 

during  the  Commonw6alth,(a)  and  died  in  *1676.    His  work  was 

(a)  He  was  also  Chief  Baroiii  (1600,}  and  Chi^  Justine  of  the  Common  Pleasi  (1671J 
alar  the  RestoratioiL  v" 
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published  in  1736.  It  is  not  in  Hawkins,  first  published  in  1716 :  but  it 
is  to  be  found  in  Blackstone.  These,  as  legal  authoiities,  will  be  adverted 
to  presently ;  but  I  wish  to  notice  first  the  authorities  not  legal. 

The  meaning  assigned  to  the  word  by  Johnson,  in  his  dictionary,  is, 
«  self-murder — the  horrid  crime  of  destroying  one's  self— a  self-murderer ;'' 
and  he  gives  no  other  signification,  In  Richardson's  dictionary  it  i», 
« the  slayer  of  himself ;"  also,  «the  slaying  of  himself— self-murder." 
In  the  Didwnnaire  Universel  of  the  French  language,  published  in  1771, 
it  is  said  that  the  word  was  introduced  into  the  French  language  by  the 
Abbe  Desfi)ntaines ;  and  a  quotation  is  given  from  his  works,  where  it  is 
manifestly  used  in  the  sense  given  to  it  by  Johnson.  Desfontaines  was 
bom  in  1685,  and  died  in  1745. 

In  the  year  1644,  was  published  with  the  works  of  John  Donne  (the 
poet,)  dean  of  St  Paul's,  who  died  in  1631,  his  M/ita9aiato(,  a  Declaration 
on  that  Paradox  or  Thesis  that  idf-homidde  is  not  so  naturally  Sin,  that 
it  may  never  be  otherwise."  The  word  <<  suicide"  does  not  occur  in  this 
work;  from  which  it  may  be  presumed  that  it  was  not  then  in  general  use, 
and  perhaps  was  not  in  use  at  all. 

In  1785,  Archdeacon  Paley  published  his  work  on  The  Principles  of 
Moral  and  Political  Philosophy.  The  third  chapter  of  book  iv.  is  on 
«  Suicide."  Throughout  that  chapter  the  word  is  used  as  denoting  the 
act  of  a  reasonable,  moral,  and  responsible  agent ;  and  in  no  other  sense. 

In  1790,  Charles  Moore,  M.  A.,  rector  of  Cuxton,  in  Kent,  published 
«  A  full  Enquiry  into  the  Subject  of  Suicide ;  to  which  are  added  (as  being 
closely  connected  with  the  subject)  two  Treatises  on  Duelling  and  Gam- 
ing." Page  4  contains  the  following  passage:  << There  *are  t^aha 
points,  then,  to  be  settled,  and  exceptions  to  be  made,  previous  ^ 
to  a  general  chaise  of  guilt  on  all  who  put  a  sudden  end  to  their  own 
lives.  For,  though  every  person  who  termintaes  his  mortal  existence  by 
bis  own  hand,  commits  suicide^  yet  he  does  not  therefore  always  commit 
murder,  which  alone  constitutes  its  guilt.  Some  distinction  is  necessary 
in  regard  to  a  man's  killing  himself,  as  it  would  be  had  he  killed  another 
person ;  which  latter  he  may  do  either  inadvertently  or  legally,  and  therefore, 
in  either  case,  innocently,  and  without  the  imputation  of  being  the  mur- 
derer of  another.  When  a  man  kills  himself  inadvertently  or  involuntarily,  it 
comes  under  the  legal  description  of  accidental  death,  or  per  infortunium  ; 
but,  as  to  his  doing  it  legally ^  the  law  allows  of  no  such  case.  Ihe  only 
instance  of  innocence  which  it  allows  to  the  commission  of  voluntary 
suicide,  is  in  the  case  of  madness;  when  a  man,  bting  deemed  under  no 
moral  guidance,  can  be  subject  to  no  imputation  of  guilt  on  account  of 
his  behaviour  to  himself  or  others." 

In  the  Encyclopaedia  Britannica,  the  explanation  of  the  word  ^suurufe"* 
is,  («the  crime  of  self-murder,"  or  ««the  person  who  commits  it."  There 
is  a  treatise  on  law,  in  the  Encyclopaedia  Metropolitana,  in  which  suicide 
is  spoken  of:  it  is  in  the  2d  volume  of  pure  sciences,  p.  711,  «0n 
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Offences  against  Self."  Speaking  of  the  cases  inrhere  society  may  inter« 
fere  to  prevent  or  punish,  the  writer  says:  «This  obsen'atton  applies  to 
suicide — the  greatest  offence  a  man  can  commit  against  himself." 

These  are  all  the  lay  authorities  I  think  it  necessary  to  refer  to.  But 
there  are  legeU  authorities,  which,  if  unopposed  by  other  and  greater  au- 
thorities, I  should  deem  binding  and  conclusive  upon  the  subject,  io  a 
court  of  law. 

M751  *HaIe,  in  the  work  already  alluded  to,  defines  yUo  de  se,  or 
•  suicide^  to  be  «  where  a  man  of  the  age  of  discretion,  and  convpos 
mentis^  voluntarily  kills  himself,  by  stabbing,  poison,  or  any  other  way." 
Judge  Blackstone  in  his  Commentaries,  first  published  in  1765 — 1768, 
uses  the  word  in  connection  with  self-murder,  and  in  the  same  sense  as 
Hale.(a)  Ih  Burn's  Ecclesiastical  Law,  tit.  Suicide^  first  published  in 
1760,  it  is  said :  <«  By  the  rubric  before  the  burial  office,  persons  who 
have  laid  violent  hands  upon  themselves,  shall  not  have  that  office  used 
at  their  interment.  And  the  reason  thereof  given  by  the  canon  law,  is, 
because  they  die  in  the  commission  of  a  mortal  sin:  and  therefore  this 
extendeth  not  to  idiots,  lunatics,  or  persons  otherwise  of  insane  mind,  as, 
children,  under  the  age  of  discretion,  or  the  like.  So  also  not  to  those 
who  do  it  involuntarily,  as,  where  a  man  kills  himself  by  accident ;  for, 
in  such  case,  it  is  not  their  crime,  but  their  very  great  misfortune."  The 
4  Geo.  2,  c.  52,  relates  only  Xofelo  de  se:  but  the  editor  says,  «« Suicides 
are  to  be  buried  in  the  churchyard  at  night ;  but  no  service  is  to  be  per- 
formed  over  them."  In  Jacob's  Law  Dictionary,  in  the  edition  of  1772, 
under  title  "Suicide,"  reference  is  made  to  title  "Self-murder:"  where  it 
is  said  that  «< self-murder  is  ranked  amongst  the  highest  crimes,  being  a 
peculiar  species  of  felony — a  felony  committed  on  one's  self.  The  party 
must  be  in  his  senses,  else  it  is  no  crime.  In  this,  as  well  as  all  other 
felonies,  the  offender  must  be  of  the  age  of  discretion,  and  compos  mentis; 
and,  therefore,  an  infant  killing  himself,  under  the  age  of  discretion,  or  a 
lunatic  during  his  lunacy,  cannot  be  Bfelo  de  5e."  Blackstone  says:(a] 
"  Self-murder,  the  pretended  heroism,  but  real  cowardice,  of  the  stoic 
philosophers,  who  destroyed  themselves,  to  avoid  those  evils  which  thejr 
M761  ^^^  ^^^  'fortitude  to  endure,  though  the  attempting  it  seems  to  be 
countenanced  by  the  civil  law,(A)  yet  was  punished,  by  the  Athe- 
nian law,  with  cutting  off  the  hand  which  committed  the  desperate  deed.(c) 
And  also  the  law  of  England  wisely  and  religiously  considers  that  no 
man  hath  a  power  to  destroy  life,  but  by  commission  from  God,  the 
author  of  it :  and,  as  the  suicide  is  guilty  of  a  double  offence — one  spiri- 
tual, in  invading  the  prerogative  of  the  Almighty,  and  rushing  into  his 
immediate  presence  uncalled  for — the  other  temporal,  against  the  King, 

(a)  See  4  Bl.  Coram,  p.  189. 

(b)  «Si  qtdt  impatiintid  dohris^  out  Uedio  vtte,  aiU  fMorfro,  anUfurart^  ami  pudort  man  maUtt 
non  ammadoerttUwr  in  emn.**  Dig.  lib.  49.  tit.  16,  L  6.  And  see  B/nkenhoek,  6bBerf.  Jvt 
Bom.  lib.  4,  c.  4,  mpi  Avtoxi^piof. 

(c)  Pott  Amiq.  b.  L  c.  26. 
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^0  htfth  an  interest  in  the  preservation  (a)  of  all  his  subjects ;  the  law  has 
therefore  ranked  this  amon^;  the  highest  crimes,  making  it  a  peculiai 
species  of  felony — a  felony  committed  on  one's  self.  A  f^lo  de  se,  there* 
fore,  is  he  that  deliberately  puts  an  end  to  his  own  existence,  or  commits 
any  unlawful  malicious  act,  the  consequence  of  which  is  his  own  death : 
us,  if,  attempting  to  kill  another,  he  runs  upon  his  antagonist's  sword  ;  or, 
shooting  at  another,  the  gun  bursts,  and  kills  himself.(&)  The  party  must 
be  of  years  of  discretion,  and  in  his  senses,  else  it  is  no  crime." 

It  should  seem,  therefore,  that  the  word  has  never  been  used  by  law 
writers  except  in  the  sense  of  a  criminal  taking  away  of  one's  own  life  : 
at  least,  I  am  not  aware  of  any  instance  in  any  Ifiw  writer,  of  its  use  in 
any  other  sense. 

It  may  be  presumed  that  the  word  is  of  legal  introduction,  and  was 
perhaps  first  taken  from  the  law  writers  by  Archdeacon  Paley.  It  has 
since  become  a  *word  of  general  use  :  but  I  am  not  aware  of  any  r*Ajj 
authority  by  which  it  can  be  shown  that  it  has  lost  the  meaning 
to  express  which  it  was  originally  framed,  or  adopted  from  some  other 
language.  And  I  think  it  is  clear,  that,  although  it  may  possibly  some- 
times admit,  in  modern  times,  of  a  more  loose  and  vague  interpretation,  it 
certainly  may  mean  self-destruction  by  a  person  compos  meTitis^  and 
morally  responsible  for  his  acts:  and  the  question  is,  whether  tluU  mean- 
ing is  or  is  not  what  was  intended  by  the  parties  to  this  contract 

Now  in  this  policy,  I  find  it  coupled  with  the  word  «  commit ;"  the 
expression  is,  «<  commit  stiicitfe."  The  meaning  of  «<  commit,"  in  John- 
son (with  reference  to  this  use  of  the  word)  is,  « to  perpetrate — to  do  a 
fiiult — ^to  be  guilty  of  a  crime ;"  and  «« perpetrate"  is,  to  commit^  to  act — 
always  in  an  ill  sense.  There  is  no  material  diSerence  in  Richardson. 
If,  therefore,  it  be  admitted,  as  I  think  it  must,  that  one  meaning  of  «  sui- 
cide" imports  not  merely  an  act,  but  a  criminal  act,  the  use  of  the  expres- 
sion «  commit  suicide"  is  some,  and  I  own  I  think  a  strong,  reason  for 
believing  that  the  parties  to  this  contract  used  the  word  in  that  sense. 

The  sentence  also  in  which  it  is  found,  may  throw  some  light  on  the 
matter.  It  is  coupled  with  death  by  duelling  or  by  the  hands  of  justice : 
and  the  condition  is  not — if  the  party  shall  die  by  suicide^  but,  if  he  shall 
«<  commit  suicide."  I  think  this  imports  some  deliberate  criminal  act,  and 
not  an  act  the  result  of  insanity,  which  leaves  him  intelligence  enough  to 
know  the  means  of  death,  but  without  any  moral  control  over  his  actions. 
Again,  does  the  nature  of  the  instrument  itself  supply  any  argument 
either  way  ?  The  object  of  such  a  policy  is,  generally,  to  make  provision 
for  the  family  of  the  insurer ;  and  he  would  naturally  desire  to  include  all 
risks.  It  is  admitted  that  he  is  protected,  not  only  against  the  r*A^Q 
common  chances  of  death  by  disease,  but  *against  accident,  or  mere     ' 

(a)  Rather,  in  the  retention  of  each  of  his  sul^eott,  for  the  beneQi  of  himself  and  his  other 
nibjects;  as,  otherwise,  the  rule  unMtpatgut pot$9t  fwmmtian  juri  pro  u  wtroduda^  would  seem 
to  apply. 

(6)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  08,  1  Hale,  P.  C.  413. 
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negligence  of  the  grossest  kind.  He  maj  even  be  the  immediate  caust 
of  his  own  death  by  a  deadly  weapon,  provided  he  be  so  insane  as  to  be 
utterly  unconscious  of  what  he  is  doing.  But,  according  to  the  argument 
for  the  defendants  below,  if  he  retains  a  glimmering  of  reason  j  ust  enough  to 
enable  him  to  seek  to  produce  death  by  competent  means — it  matters  not 
whether  he  be  lost  to  all  moral  sense,  and  for  any  other  act  or  crime  a  com- 
plete madman ; — ^his  policy  is  forfeited. 

I  own  I  cannot,  fh)m  the  nature  of  the  contract,  believe  that  this  was 
what  the  parties  intended.  A  man  anxious  to  provide  for  his  family, 
would,  among  the  possible  calamities  of  life  that  might  terminate  it,  anti* 
cipate  madness  as  one :  and,  whether  it  prostrated  his  intellect  altogether, 
or  produced  delusion,  or  destroyed  only  a  part  of  his  faculties,  would  make 
no  difference.  The  language  used  in  the  agreement  between  the  parties, 
does  not  necessarily  exclude  this  risk.  I  think,  therefore,  as  against  the 
office,  the  risk  ought  to  be  included. 

Examining  the  question  upon  more  general  principles,  I  am  induced  to 
come  to  the  same  conclusion.  In  the  eye  of  the  law,  with  reference  to 
crime,  a  man  is  either  compos  mentis  and  responsible,  or  he  is  non  compos 
mentis  and  irresponsible.  Physiologically,  no  doubt,  it  is  otherwise :  and 
the  gradations  are  perhaps  imperceptible,  from  the  highest  perfection  of 
intellect,  to  the  darkest  obscuration  of  the  mind.  But,  in  point  of  law,  as 
soon  as  it  is  ascertained  that  a  person  (to  use  the  language  of  my  brother 
Cbesswell  in  directing  the  jury)  has  lost  his  sense  of  right  and  wrong,  it 
matters  not  what  else  of  the  human  faculties  or  capacities  remain :  he 
ceases  to  be  a  responsible  agent ;  and,  in  my  judgment,  can  no  more  am' 
mit  suicide  than  he  can  commit  murder. 

*4791        Lastly,  the  views  taken  by  the  defendants'  counsel  ^appear  to 
me  to  be  opposed  to  all  the  principles  of  sound  philosophy  which 
can  be  applied  to  the  subject. 

It  is  admitted,  of  course,  that  the  office  would  be  liable,  if  death  ensued 
from  any  of  the  ordinary  casualties  of  life,  even  resulting  from  the  act  of 
the  party  insured ;  provided  the  act  were  not  done  with  the  intention  to 
kill.  The  act  of  a  raving  madman,  or  of  a  patient  under  the  influence 
of  disease,  is  protected  by  the  policy,  if  the  consequences  are  not  foreseen 
and  intended.  So,  if  insanity  should  produce  delusion,  and  deprive  a  man 
of  the  use  of  the  ordinary  senses,  and  the  party  should  mistake  a  deadly 
weapon  for  an  instrument  of  music,  and  fancy  he  was  playing  on  it,  when 
he  was  destroying  his  own  life ;  this  would  not  be  committing  suicide  within 
the  proviso  of  the  policy.  But,  what  if  the  delusion,  instead  of  applying 
to  a  pistol,  or  other  instrument  of  death,  applied  to  the  man  himself? 
Suppose  he  believed  he  was  Marcus  Curtius,  and  ought  to  leap  into  a  gulf? 
or  that  he  was  one  of  the  Decii,  and  must  sacrifice  himself  for  the  benefit 
of  his  country  ?  or,  what,  if  he  fancied  himself  an  apostle,  and  that  it 
became  his  duty  to  die  the  death  of  a  martyr  ?  What  sound  philosophy 
is  thete  in  taking  a  distinction  between  a  delusion  about  a  pistol,  and  a 
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delusion  in  respect  of  the  man  against  whom  it  may  be  directed  ?  or, 
what  distinction,  in  point  of  good  sense,  can  be  taken  between  physical 
blindness,  in  consequence  of  which  the  party  insured  walks  into  a  well, 
and  intellectual  or  moral  blindness,  which,  leaving  him  the  use  of  his 
senses,  and  a  knowledge  of  the  physical  consequences  of  his  acts,  has 
deprived  him  of  all  judgment  which  should  control  and  govern  his  acts, 
and  of  all  sense  to  perceive  their  moral  consequences  ? 

It  may  be  said,  that,  when  the  delusion  extends  to  the  character,  office, 
or  condition  of  the  party, — so  that  he  mistakes  his  identity, — ^he  does 
not  mean  to  kill  himself^  and  in  such  a  case  the  office  would  be  liable. 
*But,  how  far  is  this  to  be  carried  ?  Suppose,  under  a  delusion,  r^^Q 
he  believed  he  had  committed  a  crime  for  which  he  ought  to  put 
himself  to  death,  and  that  this  was  the  result  of  insanity — is  this  a  mis- 
take of  his  identity?  and  how  is  a  judge  to  direct  a  jury  so  as  to  steer 
clear  of  the  difficulties  that  would  thus  arise  ?  In  my  opinion,  such  sub* 
tieties  as  these  ought  to  find  no  place  in  the  decision  of  such  a  question  as 
the  present,  in  which  is  involved  (from  the  present  extensive  practice  of 
life-insurance)  the  peace,  the  happiness,  and  security  of  thousands  of 
families.  Some  simple,  clear,  and  safe  rule  ought  to  be  laid  down  as  to  a 
subject  in  which  the  public  is  so  deeply  interested. 

In  my  judgment,  if  death  be  the  result  of  disease — whether  by  affiscting 
the  tefises  or  the  reason — the  insurance  office  is  liable  under  this  policy. 
Whether  the  privation  of  reason  be  total  or  partial,  whether  it  produce 
delusion  of  one  kind  or  another — whether  it  affi;cts  sensation,  apprehen- 
sioQ,  memory,  judgment,  or  will,  or  any  of  the  moral  and  intellectual 
powers  which  constitute  our  nature — if  the  act  be  not  the  act  of  a  sane 
responsible  creature,  but  is  the  result  of  any  delusion  or  perversion,  whe- 
ther physical,  intellectual,  or  moral,  it  is  not  the  act  of  the  man:  and,  to 
hold  otherwise,  seems  to  me  a  departure  from  the  simplicity  of  the  law, 
and  to  be  repugnant  to  sound  philosophy,  which  is  the  spirit  of  all  law, 
and  on  which  all  law  ought  to  be  founded. 

I  will  only  add,  that  I  have  not  adverted  to  the  case  of  Borradaile  v. 
Hunterj  because  the  expression  in  that  case — «  shall  die  by  his  own  hand^\a) 
—is  so  diffifrent  from  the  expression  in  this  case — «  commit  suicide^^ — 
that  that  decision  is  no  authority  on  the  point  arising  here. 

*The  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  learned  judges  who  were     r«4oi 
present  at  the  argument  being  in  favour  of  the  plaintifis  in  error, 
a  venire  de  novo  was  awarded.(6)  Judgment  accordingly.(c) 

(a)  Tide  ante,  47G  (a)  in  fine. 

(6)  The  case  proceeded  no  furtlier;  the  office  agreed  to  return  tlie  premiums  received, 
with  interest  at  4  per  cent.,  amounting  to  0072.  9«.  7c/.,  and  to  bear  their  own  costs.  An  offer 
to  the  same  effect  had  been  made  before  action,  but  rejectecL 

(e)  » Suicide-'  api)ears  to  be  a  word  introduced  to  supply  the  want  of  a  legal  term  to 
detKrte  the  act  of  the  ftlo  de'te.  Legal  and  popular  writers,  when  treating  of  this  offence, 
have  been  almost  unavoidably  led  to  consider  the  proximate  act  of  excusable  self-destruction, 
or  9iMui>nArwie;  and  have  done  so  without  Ibrmally  disclaiming  the  use  of  a  term  which, 
though  hi  some  seuac  ttchnical^  is  not  a  word  of  art.    The  term,  in  addition  to  its  primary  an.2 
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GREGORY  V.  The  Duke  of  BRUNSWICK,  and  VALLANCSE.    Jme  1. 

A  declaration  for  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  the  plaintiff^s  being  employed  as  an  actor,  stated, 
by  way  of  inducement,  that  the  plaintifi*  was  about  to  exercise  the  profession  of  an  actor 
fi)r  emolument,  and  that  he  did  become  an  aotor,  and  used  and  exercised  that  piofessiOD; 
and  then  alleged  the  conspiracy  of  the  defendants,  and  its  results.  The  defeiMlants  pleaded, 
first,  not  guilty,  then  two  pleas  denying  these  matters  of  inducement,  and  a  fourth,  staiii^ 
special  matter,  which  was  demurred  to.  The  demurrer  was  determined  by  the  coon  in 
ikvour  of  the  plaintiff.  A  venm  was  awarded,  to  try  the  issues  and  to  assess  damages. 
The  jury  found  the  issues  of  fact  for  the  defendants,  but  assessed  no  damages  in  respect 
of  the  confession  of  a  cause  of  action  contained  in  the  fourth  plea.  Judgment  was  gives 
Ibr  the  defendants,  witli  costs  of  suit,  but  without  an  award  of  costs  of  the  demunv:^ 

MeH  that,  a  verdict  having  been  found  (or  the  defendants  upon  an  issue  that  went  to  the 
whole  cause  of  action  on  the  merits,  the  want  of  an  assessment  of  damagti  was  not  error; 
and,  for  the  same  reason,  that  a  repleader  was  unnecessary,  though  (come  tenMij  the  issues 

.     joined  on  the  second  and  third  pleas  were  inwn^UeriaL 

Hddf  also,  that  the  judgment  was  erroneous,  in  not  awarding  co§U  of  the  demurrer,  pursuant 
to  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  34. 

'But,  hdd^  that,  upon  this  writ  of  error  brought  dy  thepkdfit^^  the  court  could  not  simpljr  n- 
verse  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  but  must  give  such  judgment  as  that  court  ought 
to  have  given,  viz.  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiS*  on  the  demurrer,  with  costs,  and  for  the 
defendants  on  the  issues  found  for  them. 

Case.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiflT,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  conspiracy,  confederacy,  combination,  and  agreement 
*482l  ^^  *^^^  defendants  thereinafter  mentioned,  was  about  to  become 
an  actor,  and  to  use  and  exercise  the  profession  or  occupation  of 
an  actor,  for  the  emolument,  profit,  and  advantage  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to 
perform,  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  in  public,  as  such  actor,  in  the  cha- 
racter of  Hamlet,  in  the  performance  of  a  certain  tragedy  in  a  certain 
theatre  wherein  such  performance  was  duly  authorized,  as  by  law  required, 
to  wit,  in  Covent  Garden  Theatre,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  at  the  re- 
quest of  one  Alfred  Bunn,  for  reward  to  be  therefore  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
by  the  said  Alfred  Bunn,  the  then  manager  of  the  said  theatre :  yet  that 
the  defendants,  together  with  other  persons  whose  names  were  unknown 
to  the  plaintiff,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving,  and  falsely  and 
maliciously  intending  to  injure  and  aggrieve  the  plaintiff,  and  to  bring  him 
into  public  scandal,  shame,  and  disgrace,  and  to  injure  the  plaintiflfin  his 
.  said  profession  or  occupation  of  an  actor,  and  to  prevent  him  from  acquir- 
ing any  fame,  success,  or  reputation,  gain,  or  profit  therein,  and  to  oppress, 
vex,  impoverish,  and  ruin  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  and  before  the  plaintiff 
appeared  and  performed  in  the  said  character  of  Hamlet  as  thereinafter 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  falsely,  wickedly,  and  maliciously  did  amongst 
themselves  conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together,  to  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  performing  in  public  as  such  actor  as  aforesaid  in  the 
character  of  Hamlet,  in  the  performance  of  the  said  tragedy  in  the  theatre 
aforesaid,  and  to  prevent  the  public  audience  which  might  be  assembled 
to  witness  the  performance  of  the  said  tragedy  in  the  said  theatre,  on  the 
occasion  when  the  plaintiff  was  to  perform  as  aforesaid,  from  hearing  or 

ordinary  signification,  has  thus  acquired  the  secondary  meaning  applied  by  the  court  to  ^ 
construction  of  this  policy. 
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appreciating  Uie  performance  of  the  said  character  by  the  plaintiff  as  afore- 
said in  the  said  tragedy,  and  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  desist  from  the 
performance  of  the  said  character,  and  to  deter  and  ^prevent  the  rv^oo 
manager  of  the  said  theatre  from  allowing  or  retaining  the  plain- 
tiff to  perform,  as  such  actor  as  aforesaid,  in  the  said  theatre,  and  to  pre- 
vent the  plaintiff  from  exercising  his  said  profession  or  occupation  of  au 
actor  in  the  said  theatre,  and  from  gaining  or  acquiring  any  profit,  fame, 
or  reputation  by  his  performance  as  an  actor  in  the  character  aforesaid : 
that  the  defendants,  £ilsely  and  maliciously  contriving  and  intending  as 
aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  before  the  plaintiff  appeared  and  performed  as 
thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  in  pursuance  of,  and  according  to, 
the  said  conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy,  and  agreement  had  among 
themselves  and  the  said  other  persons  as  aforesaid,  and  in  order  to  carry 
the  same  into  fulfilment,  hired  and  engaged  divers,  to  wit,  200  persons 
whose  names  were  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  for  gain  and  reward  to  them 
in  that  behalf,  and  caused  and  procured  divers,  to  wit,  200  other  persons 
whose  names  were  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  to  attend,  and  they  did 
accordingly  attend,  as  part  of  the  audience,  in  the  said  theatre,  on  the 
occasion  when  the  plaintiff  was  to  perform  as  aforesaid,  and  did  perform 
as  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  hoot,  hiss,  groan,  and  yell  at  and  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  to  make  a  great  noise,  outcry,  uproar,  and  riot  at  and  against 
the  plaintiff  during  his  performance  of  the  said  character  on  the  occasion 
aforesaid,  and  to  aid  and  assist  the  defendants  and  the  said  other  unknown 
persons  first  above  mentioned,  in  carrying  into  effect  and  fulfilment  their 
unlawful  and  malicious  conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy,  and  agree- 
ment aforesaid ;  that  afterwards,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  grievances  next  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the 
plaintiff  became  such  actor  as  aforesaid,  and  used  and  exercised  the  said 
profession  or  occupation  of  an  actor,  for  his  emolument  and  profit ;  and, 
at  the  said  request  of  the  said  Alfred  Bunn,  and  for  ^reward  to  be  r*404 
paid  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  did  appear  and  perform 
as  such  actor  as  aforesaid  in  the  said  character  of  Hamlet,  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  said  tragedy  in  the  said  theatre,  before  a  certain  public  au 
dience  then  assembled  therein :  and  that  the  defendants,  well  knowing 
the  premises,  but  falsely  and  maliciously  contriving  and  intending  as  afore 
said,  after  the  plaintiff  had  become  such  actor  as  aforesaid,  and  while  thi 
plaintiff  was  so  in  the  act  of  appearing  and  performing  as  such  actor  ai 
aforesaid,  in  the  character  aforesaid,  in  the  performance  of  the  said  tragedy^ 
in  the  said  theatre,  before  the  said  public  audience,  and  continually  during 
&U  the  time  while  the  plaintiff  was  so  appearing  and  performing  as  afore- 
said, to  wit,  on,  &c.,  in  pursuance  of  and  according  to  the  said  malicious 
and  unlawful  conspiracy,  combination,  confederacy,  and  agreement  so 
had  and  made  as  aforesaid,  and  in  order  to  carry  the  same  into  fulfilment, 
did,  together  with  divers  others  of  the  said  persons  unknown,  first  above 
mentioned,  and  divers  of  the  said  persons  so  hired  and  engaged,  and 
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-caused  and  procured  by  the  defendants  to  attend  for  the  purpose  in  that 
behalf  above  mentioned,  then  and  there  in  the  said  theatre,  and  in  the 
presence  and  hearing  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  the  said  public  audience,  hoot, 
hiss,  groan,  shout,  and  yell  at  the  plaintiff,  and  make  a  great,  hideous,  and 
intolerable  noise,  outcry,  uproar,  and  riot  at  and  against  the  plaintiff^  and 
persuade,  instigate,  cause,  and  procure,  lead,  and  induce  divers  and  very 
many  other  persons  then  and  there  present  in  the  said  theatre  also  to  join 
in,  and  who  did  by  reason  thereof  then  join  the  defendants  in,  then  and 
there  hooting,  hissing,  groaning,  shouting,  and  yelling  at  the  plaintiff,  and 
in  making  such  noise,  outcry,  uproar,  and  riot  at  and  against  the  plaintiff 
as  aforesaid  during  the  plaintiff's  said  performance  in  the  said  theatre, 
*4851    ^^^  ^^  ^^  presence  and  hearing  of  the  plaintiff  *and  of  the  said 

public  audience ;  insomuch  that  the  plaintiff's  said  performance 
of  the  said  character  of  Hamlet,  on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  could  not,  by 
reason  of  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendants  as  afore- 
said, be  heard,  understood,  or  appreciated  by  the  said  public  audience  then 
and  there  assembled  in  the  said  theatre  as  aforesaid,  and  insomuch  that 
the  plaintiff  was,  by,  through,  and  in  consequence  thereof,  then  compelled 
to  and  did  desist  from  and  discontinue  the  performance  of  the  said  cha- 
racter of  Hamlet  on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  before  the  plaintiff  had  finished 
or  completed  the  performance  thereof.  The  declaration  then  assigned  for 
special  damage,  that  the  said  Alfred  Bunn  was  by  reason  of  the  premises 
induced  and  obliged  to  refuse,  and  did  refuse,  to  retain  or  allow  the  plain- 
tiff to  perform  at  subsequent  times  as  an  actor  in  the  said  theatre  for  gain 
and  reward  to  the  plaintiff,  as  the  said  Alfred  Bunn  otherwise  might  and 
would  have  done ;  and  that  also,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff 
had  been  brought  into  public  shame  and  disgrace,  and  had  been  hindered 
and  prevented  from  acquiring  any  applause,  approbation,  &me,  or  repu- 
tation as  an  actor,  and  had  been  and  was  hindered  and  prevented  from 
exercising  his  said  profession  or  occupation  of  an  actor,  and  from  obtaining 
any  engagement  or  employment  therein,  and  had  thereby  lost  and  beeo 
prevented  from  acquiring  all  the  gains  and  profits  that  he  might  and  other- 
wise would  have  made  and  derived  from  being  retained  and  allowed  by 
the  said  Alfred  Bunn  to  perform  as  such  actor  as  aforesaid  in  the  said 
theatre,  and  fi'om  the  exercise  of  his  said  profession  or  occupation  of  an 
actor,  amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  3000/.,  and  had  been 
and  was  otherwise  injured  and  damnified,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded — first,  not  guilty — secondly,  a  denial  that  the 
*4861    P^^*^^^^  ^^  about  to  become  an  actor,  *and  to  use  and  exercise 

the  profession  or  occupation  of  an  actor,  for  profit,  as  in  the  decla- 
ration alleged — ^thirdly,  a  denial  that  the  plaintiff  had  become  such  actor, 
for  profit,  as  alleged — ^fourthly,  as  to  so  much  of  the  grievances  in  the 
declaration  alleged  as  related  to  the  hooting,  hi&sing,  groaning,  shouting, 
and  yelling  at  the  plaintiff,  and  making  a  noise,  outcry,  and  uproar  at  and 
against  him,  a  plea  alleging  a  variety  of  circumstances  tending  to  show 
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that  the  plaintiflf,  by  reason  of  the  infamy  of  his  character,  was  an  unfit 
aod  improper  person  to  appear  before  the  public  as  an  actor. 

Issues  were  joined  on  the  first  three  pleas ;  and  to  the  fourth  there  was 
a  demurrer,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  in  Trinity  term,  1843,  obtained  judg- 
ment.(a) 

A  venire  facias  w^s  awarded,  to  try  the  issues  in  fact,  and  also  to  assess 
damages  on  the  judgment  on  demurrer.  At  t|ie  trial  the  jury  found  the 
three  issues  for  the  defendants ;  and  there  was  no  assessment  of  damages 
OB  the  judgment  on  demurrer,  nor  was  any  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  there* 
on  entered  upon  the  record.  The  judgment  for  the  defendants  was  entered 
as  follows : — 

«<  Afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  day  and  year  and  at  the  place  within 
mentioned,  before,  &c.,  come  the  within-named  plaintiff  and  defendants 
by  their  respective  attorneys  within  named ;  and  the  jurors  of  the  jury 
within  mentioned,  being  empannelled,  &c.,  as  to  the  first  issue  within  joined 
between  the  said  parties,  say,  upon  their  oath,  that  they  the  defendants  are 
not  guilty  of  the  within-mentioued  several  grievances  within  laid  to  their 
charge,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  within  declaration  alleged ;  and,  as 
to  the  second  issue  within  joined  between  the  said  parties,  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  say  that  the  within-named  Barnard 
Gregory  was  not  about  to  use  or  exercise  the  profession  or  *occu-  r«4Q7 
pation  of  an  actor  for  the  emolument  or  advantage  of  him  the  said 
Barnard  Gregory,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  behalf  is  alleged ;  and, 
as  to  the  third  issue  within  joined  between  the  said  parties,  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  say,  that  the  said  Barnard  Gregory  did 
not  become  such  actor,  and  use  or  exercise  the  within-mentioned  profession 
of  an  actor  for  his  emolument  and  profit,  nor  appeared  and  performed  as  such 
actor  for  reward  to  be  paid  by  the  within-named  Alfred  Bunn  to  him  the 
said  Barnard  Gregory,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  behalf  is  alleged." 

Upon  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  brought  a  writ  of  error ;  assigning  for 
errors— that  the  pleas  aforesaid,  and  the  matters  therein  contained,  were 
not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  sufiicient  in  law  to  bar  the  said  Barnard  Gre* 
gory  from  having  and  maintaining  his  said  action  againt  the  defendants — 
that  the  jury  omitted  to  assess  damages  for  the  said  Barnard  Gregory 
on  the  demurrer  on  which  judgment  was  given  in  his  favour,  pursuant  to 
the  venire  facias — that  the  issues  joined  on  the  second  and  third  pleas 
were  immaterial,  and  the  court  below  ought  to  have  awarded  a  repleader 
thereon — ^that  judgment  ought  to  have  been  given  for  the  said  Barnard 
Gregory  to  recover  his  costs  and  charges  upon'  and  in  respect  of  the  said 
judgment  given  in  his  fiivour  on  the  demurrer  to  the  last  plea,  or  that  the 
said  costs  and  charges  should  be  deducted  fit>m  the  costs  and  charges 
which  had  been  awarded  to  the  defendants  on  the  final  judgment  given  to 
them  as  aforesaid — ^that,  by  the  record  aforesaid,  it  appeared  that  the  final 
judgment  aforesaid  in  form  aforesaid  given,  was  given  for  the  defendants 

(o)  See  6  M:&  & 205,  C  Scott,  N.  R  800.  •  - 
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against  the  said  Barnard  Gregory,  whereas,  by  the  law  of  the  land,  the 
said  judgment  ought  to  have  been  given  for  the  said  Barnard  Gregory 
against  the  defendants — <<  And  the  said  Barnard  Gregory  prays  that  the 
*4881  J^^S"^^'^^  aforesaid,  for  the  errors  aforesaid,  'and  other  errors  in 
the  record  and  proceedings  aforesaid,  may  be  reversed,  annulled, 
and  altogether  held  for  nothing,  and  that  he  may  be  restored  to  all  things 
which  he  hath  lost  by  occasion  of  the  said  judgment,''  &c. 
Joinder  in  error.  *  ^ 

W.  H.  Watson^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.(a)  The  second  and  third 
pleas, — which  are  pleaded  to  mere  matters  of  inducement, — ^tender  issues 
that  are  altogether  immaterial,  and  therefore  the  court  below  should  have 
awarded  a  repleader.  Then,  the  venire  required  the  jury  to  assess  damages 
on  the  judgment  on  demurrer  to  the  fourth  plea.  They  have  not  done  so ; 
and  therefore  the  judgment  is  clearly  erroneous.  There  should  have  been 
an  assessment  of  nominal  damages,  and  an  award  of  costs  to  the  plaintiff, 
on  the  issue  in  law.  [Parke,  B.  How  could  the  jury  assess  damages  for 
the  plaintiff  on  the  issue  in  law,  when  they  found  for  the  defendants  on 
not  guilty  ?  The  only  question  is  whether  there  should  not  have  been  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff's  costs  on  that  issue.]  In  Duberley  v.  Page^ 
2  T.  R.  391,  it  was  held,  that,  if  one  of  several  pleas  pleaded  by  a  defend- 
ant be  adjudged  bad  on  a  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  replication,  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  have  the  costs  of  those  pleadings  deducted  from  the 
costs  taxed  for  the  defendant  upon  the  postea,  if  afterwards,  upon  the  trial 
of  the  issues  joined  on  the  other  pleas,  the  defendant  should  have  a  ver 
diet ;  even  though  it  should  appear,  on  the  whole  of  the  record,  that  tht 
plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action.  By  the  8  &  9  W.  3,  c.  11,  s.  2,  it  was 
enacted,  that,  «<  if  any  person  shall  commence  or  prosecute  any  action  ia 
any  court  of  record,  wherein,  upon  demurrer,  either  by  plaintiff,  or  defend- 
*4891  ^^^'  demandant  or  tenant,  *judgment  shall  be  given  by  the  court 
''  against  the  plaintiff  or  demandant,  the  defendant  or  tenant  shall 
have  judgment  to  recover  his  costs,  and  have  execution  for  the  same  by 
CO*  ta.^fi.fa.y  or  elegit^  This  provision  did  not  extend  to  demurrers  to 
pleas  in  abatement  ;(i)  nor  to  any  action  wherein  the  defendant  would  not 
have  been  entitled  to  costs  upon  a  nonsuit  or  verdict  ;(c)  nor  to  a  demarrer 
by  one  or  more  of  several  defendants.(i2)  But  now,  by  the  3  &  4  W.  4, 
c.  42, 8. 34,  it  is  enacted,  that,  «<  where  judgment  shall  be  given  either  for 
or  against  a  plaintiff  or  demandant,  or  for  or  against  a  defendant  or  tenanti 
upon  any  demurrer  joined  m  any  action  whaiever^  the  party  in  whose  fiivoar 
such  judgment  shall  be  given,  ihall  afso  have  judgment  to  recover  his  costs 
in  that  behalf."    The  statute  is  imperative.    [Pollock,  C.  B.    The  object 

(a)  The  caae  was  argued  on  the  15th  of  June,  1844,  before  PoUook,  C.  B.,  Pkrke,  BL,  Al<Ie^ 
•on,  &,  PttCieson,  J^  Coleridge,  J^  and  Wightman,  J. 

(b)  HtdUoRi  V. Bait,  8  E&  C.  642,  3  M.&aoi. 

(c)  MiUer  v.  Seagrme,  Cas.  Pr.  C.  P.  25;  Thrak  v.  JU  Biakop  of  Jjmdtm,  1  H.  Black.  530* 
But  flee  Jfien.  Cas.  Pr.  C.  P.  4,  confrc?. 

{i)  Ferbm  v.  Gngary,  (or  King,)  1  C. &  M.  435,3  Tyjrwh.  385, 1  Dowl. P.  C  679. 
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of  the  3  &  4  W.  4y  c.  42, 8.  34,  was,  to  extend  the  former  statute  to  cases 
to  which  it  had  been  held  not  to  apply.  The  8  &  9  W.  3,  c.  11,  s.  2, 
applied  only  to  judgments  on  the  whole  record :  double  pleading  did  not 
then  exist.  The  words  of  the  two  statutes  being  the  same,  must  they  not 
receive  the  same  construction  in  this  respect  ?]  With  full  knowledge  of 
the  altered  state  of  the  law  in  respect  of  pleading,  the  legislature,  in  the 
3  &  4  W.  4,  enacts,  that,  where  a  plaintiff  or  defendant  obtains  judgment 
on  any  demurrer  joined  in  any  action  whatever,  he  shall  have  judgment 
for  his  costs.  [  Wightman,  J.  How  would  you  give  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  here  ?]  By  giving  a  judgment  and  an  award  of  execution  both 
to  plaintiff  and  defendant.  In  Price  v.  Seeley^  10  Law.  Journ.  N.  S., 
£zch.  543,  10  Clark  &  Finnelly,  28,  the  ^judgment  was  so  r«49A 
entered,  and  no  objection  was  taken,  either  here  or  in  the  House 
of  Lords. 

Talfourdj  Serjt.,  contrit.  Assuming  that  the  issues  joined  on  the 
second  and  third  pleas  were  immaterial,  there  could  be  no  necessity  for 
awarding  a  repleader,  inasmuch  as  there  is  a  finding  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendants upon  a  plea  that  is  unexceptionable,  and  which  disposes  of  the 
case  upon  the  merits.  And,  for  the  same  reason,  it  became  immaterial 
to  assess  damages  on  the  judgment  on  demurrer  to  the  fourth  plea. 
With  respect  to  the  costs  of  the  demurrer,  the  court  will  assume  that  all 
has  been  rightly  done  in  the  court  below,  and  that  those  costs  have  been 
taxed  and  allowed  to  the  plaintiff.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  It  is  only  a  question 
of  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  in  error.]  In  Bourne  v.  Gatliffe^  7  M.  & 
G.  850,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  604,  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  there  was  no 
necessity  for  a  separate  judgment  for  the  costs  of  a  demurrer.  In  that 
case,  the  declaration  contained  two  counts :  to  the  first  count,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  four  pleas,  and  to  the  second  two :  the  plaintiff  demurred 
specially  to  the  third  and  fourth  pleas,  (to  the  first  count,)  and  generally 
to  the  sixth  plea,  (to  the  second  count.)  The  court  of  Common  Pleas 
gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  demurrers.  At  the  trial  which 
afterwards  took  place,  exceptions  were  tendered  to  the  ruling  of  the  lord 
chief  justice  upon  the  issues  joined  on  the  first  and  second  pleas,  and  the 
juty  were  by  consent  discharged  from  giving  any  verdict  as  to  the  second 
coant.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  signed  judgment,  and  taxed  his  costs. 
This  court,  upon  the  argument  of  the  writ  of  error  and  bill  of  exceptions, 
affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  as  to  the  demurrers  to  the  third 
and  fourth  pleas,  and  also  affirmed  the  ruling  *of  the  lord  chief  r»4qt 
justice  at  the  trial :  but  they  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Com-  '- 
mon  Pleas  so  far  as  related  to  the  demurrer  to  the  sixth  plea.  The 
Hoase  of  Lords  held  that  the  plaintiff  below  was  not  entitled  to  the  costs 
in  error;  and  therefore  they  reversed  the  judgment  of  this  court  pro 
tanto,  giving  snch  judgment  as  this  court  ought  to  have  given.  So,  here, 
this  court  cannot  reverse  the  judgment  altogether,  even  if  they  should 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  bad  a  judgment  for 
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the  costs  of  the  demurrer ;  but  they  will  give  such  judgment  upon  Ae 
whole  record  as  the  court  below  ought  to  have  given.  Cur.  adv.  wU. 

Pahke,  6.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court: — 

This  case  was  argued  some  time  ago,  before  this  court,  and  stood  over 
for  consideration.  We  think  that  the  record  is  erroneous,  but  Aat  the 
plaintiff  in  error  ought  not  to  succeed  in  entirely  reversing  the  judgment. 

The  action  was  brought  in  the  Common  Pleas  by  the  plaintiff,  fer  a 
conspiracy  to  ruin  the  reputation  of  the  plaintiff,  and  prevent  him  being 
employed  as  an  actor.  The  declaration  contained  a  statement,  by  way 
of  inducement,  that  the  plaintiff  was  about  to  use  and  exercise  the  pro- 
fession or  occupation  of  an  actor,  for  emolument ;  and  also  that  he  did 
become  an  actor,  and  used  and  exercised  that  profession ;  and  stated  the 
conspiracy  of  the  defendants,  and  its  result.  The  defendants  pleaded— 
first,  not  guilty;  then,  two  pleas  denying  these  matters  of  inducement; 
and  a  fourth  stating  special  matter,  which  was  demurred  to ;  and  the  de- 
murrer was  determined  by  the  court  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.(a)  The 
M921  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^®  proper  form,  to  try  *the  issues,  and  assess  the 
^  damages.  The  jury  found  the  three  issues  for  the  defendants, 
and  did  not  assess  any  damages  for  the  plaintiff;  and  the  judgment  of 
the  court  was  given  for  the  defendants,  with  costs :  but  no  judgment  was 
entered  on  the  record  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer. 

On  the  writ  of  error,  several  errors  were  assigned :  one,  that  the  two 
issues  on  the  matters  of  inducement  were  immaterial,  and  that  there  ought 
to  have  been  a  repleader  in  consequence.  It  may  be  that  these  issues 
were  immaterial ;  and  we  are  inclined  to  think  that  they  were ;  because, 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  about  to  be  an  actor,  or  was  an  actor,  or  not,  at 
the  time  of  the  conspiracy,  still  the  conspiracy  to  prevent  him  by  illegal 
means  from  becoming  one,  and  by  means  thereof  actually  preventing  him 
from  subsequently  entering  into  that  profession,  would  be  actionable. 
But,  supposing  these  issues  to  be  immaterial,  and  a  verdict  upon  them,  if 
they  had  stood  alone,  would  not  have  decided  the  question  between  the 
parties,  and  there  would  have  been  a  necessity  in  that  case  for  a  repleader; 
yet,  as  there  is  another  unobjectionable  plea  on  the  record,  which  does 
decide  the  case  on  the  merits,  a  repleader  is  clearly  unnecessary.  The 
case  of  Plummer  v.  lee,  2  M.  &  W.  496,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  755,  must  be 
considered  as  no  longer  law,  after  the  observations  made  on  this  subject, 
in  the  judgments  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  Gwynne  v.  BumeU^  6  N.  C. 
453,  2  Scott,  N.  R.  711,  2  Clark  and  Tinnelly,  572.  And  see  the  case 
of  J\ri^e^  V.  MitcheU,  7  M.  &  W.  612, 1  Dowl.  N.  S.  110. 

Another  error  assigned,  was,  that  the  jury  did  not,  as  required  by  the 

ventre,  assess  damages  on  the  demurrer.    The  form  of  the  ventre  was,  no 

doubt,  proper,  as  explained  in  the  case  of  Codrington  v.  Lhyd^  8  Ad.  fc 

*dQ^l    ^'  ^^^>  3  N.  &  P.  442,  but,  when  the  jury  found  the  issue  on 

''    not  guilty  for  the  defendant, — *about  the  sufficiency  of  which  jrfea 

(a)  Vide  G  M.  &  6.  205,  0  Scott  N.  a  809. 
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tkfre  could  be  no  doubt, — it  became  immaterial  to  assess  the  damages. 

We  agree  in  the  >iew  taken  of  this  point  by  the  court  of  Common  Pleas 

in  this  case,  as  reported  in  I  D.  &  L.  806.(a) 

The  remaining  ground  assigned  for  error  is  attended  with  more  difficulty. 
&  is,  that  there  is  no  judgment  entered  on  the  demurrer  to  the  fourth  plea, 
decided  for  the  plaintiff.  By  the  4  &  5  Ann.  c.  16,  s.  5,  if  a  demurrer  is 
joined  on  a  plea,  and  the  matter  is  judged  insufficient,  costs  are  to  be  given 
at  the  discretion  of  the  court :  and  it  has  been  held  that  these  terms  relate 
to  the  quantum  only ;  for  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  same  costs,  by  virtue 
of  the  statute ;  and  the  proper  and  formal  mode  of  giving  costs  is,  no 
doabt,  that  there  should  be  a  judgment  for  them ;  and  the  plaintiff's  claim 
for  a  judgment  and  costs  on  the  demurrer  might  be  rested  on  the  statute 
of  Anne,  and  would  have  been  well  founded,  if  no  subsequent  act  had 
passed.  But  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  34,  provides,  that,  where  judgment 
shall  be  given  either  for  or  against  a  plaintiff  or  demandant,  or  for  or 
against  a  defendant  or  tenant,  upon  any  demurrer  joined  in  any  action 
whatever,  the  party  in  whose  favour  such  judgment  shall  be  given,  shall 
also  have  judgment  to  recover  his  costs  in  that  behalf:  and,  though  the 
object  of  the  statute  was,  to  provide. for  cases  not  included  in  the  8  &  9 
W.  3,  c.  11,  s.  2,  which  had  been  construed  not  to  extend  to  any  cases 
except  where  the  plaintiff  would  have  recovered  his  costs  if  he  had  reco* 
vered,  its  terms  are  so  general  that  there  seems  to  be  no  question,  but  that 
it  gives  a  right  to  a  judgment  and  costs  in  all  cases  of  demurrer,(fr)  It  is 
impossible  for  us  to  take  notice  that  the  plaintiff  has  had  those  costs  allowed 
hj  way  of  deduction  out  of  the  general  costs  *given  to  the  de-  fAQA 
fendaot,  for,  there  is  no  averment  on  the  record  to  warrant  that 
assumption* 

As  a  judgment,  therefore,  ought  to  have  been  given  for  the  plaintiff  on 
demurrer,  giving  him  costs,  the  only  remaining  question  is,  what  is  the 
consequence  of  its  omission. 

The  authorities  show  that  a  judgment  would  be  bad,  on  a  writ  of  error 
by  a  defendant,  where  part  was  found  against  the  defendant  and  part  for 
him,  and  a  judgment  given  against  the  defendant  for  the  former  part  only, 
and  none  in  his  favour  for  the  latter.  In  Wood  v.  SuckUngj  (or  SuUiffif) 
Cfo.  Jac.  439,  1  Roll.  Rep.  293,  in  trover,  on  not  guilty,  part  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  part  for  the  defendant,  but  no  judgment  of  eat  sine  die 
for  the  defendant  on  the  part  found  for  him :  tiie  defendant  brought  a  writ 
of  error ;  and  the  judgment  was  for  that  reason  (and  another)  reversed,  (c) 
And  so,  in  the  case  of  Gr^ory  v.  EedeSy  2  Keb.  506,  535,  in  an  action 
on  three  promises,  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  two,  and  for  the  defendant 
on  the  third ;  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  two  was  reversed,  because 
there  was  no  judgment  of  eat  sine  die  on  the  third.    In  the  report  it  i»  said 

(a)  Also  reported  6  M.  &  G.  053,  958,  7  Soott,  N.  R.  072. 
(6;  Gilb.  Hiat  of  C.  P^  p.  871. 
(c)  9  Vin.  Abr.  JOrvr,  (a  bp)  pi.  tS. 
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it  wavTevereed  nm;  bul  the  necord  has  been  sjearched  and  it  is  feand  W 
hare  been  reversed  afasoltitely  .(a)  In  0'  CwmeWt  case^  however,  the  judges 
held  the  same  rule  not  to  apply,  after  a  careful  inquiry  into  the  practice,  aad 
search  into  the  inrecedents  at  the  crown  office.  But  we  saw  no  reason  1o 
think,  that,  in  civil  eases,  the  record  would  not  be  defective  on  this  ground. 

We  must,  therefore,  consider  this  judgment  as  erroneous,  as  there  has 

been  a  failure  of  justice,  in  the  court  not  giving  judgment  for  the  plaintjtf 

for  the  costs  to  which  he  was  entitled.    But,  is  the  judgment  to  be  there^ 

*4951    ^^^  *fliniply  reversed  ?  or  is  this  court  to  give  judgment  on  the 

whole  record,  such  as  the  whole  record  warrants? 

The  distinction  pointed  out  in  the  books  is  this — ^that,  i£  judgmeat  be 
ghren  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  bring  a  writ  of  error,  upon  wUdi 
the  judgment  is  reversed,  the  judgment  shall  only  be  to  reverse  the  formelr 
judgment ;  for,  the  writ  of  error  is  brought  only  to  be  eased  and  dischaiged 
of  the  former  judgment:  but,  if  judgment  be  given  for  the  delendaiir,  and 
the  plaintiff  brings  a  writ  of  error,  the  judgment  shall  not  only  be  reversed, 
but  the  court  shall  also  give  such  judgment  as  the  court  below  should  have 
given;  for,  the  writ  of  error  is,  to  revive  the  first  cause  of  action,  and  to 
recover  what  ought  to  be  recovered  by  the  first  action :  Parker  ▼.  ibrrit, 
1  Salk.  262. 

It  is  not  easy  to  reconcite  this  distinction  with  the  form  of  a  writ  of 
error ;  which,  whether  brought  by  the  defendant  or  the  plaintiff,  is  the  samet 
and  directs  the  court  of  eiror  to  revise  and  examine  the  record,  and  to  do 
thereupon  what  of  right  ought  to  be  done;  and  the  distinction  seems  to 
be  disregarded  in  another  case  in  Salkeld,(&)  noticed  by  Baylby,  J.t.  in 
Gildart  t.  GladHoney  12  East,  668 :  and,  since  the  latter  case,  the  dis> 
tinction  would  probably  have  no  longer  existed,  had  it  not  been  for  the 
dicta  in  The  King  v.  Baume^  7  Ad.  &  E.  58,  2  N.  fc  P.  248,  and  the  true 
rule  would  have  been  held  to  be,  in  all  cases,  that  the  court  of  error  should 
give  the  same  judgment  as  the  court  below  ought  to  have  given«  But, 
then,  upon  that  supposition,  !t  would  be  impossible  to  suj^rt  many  cases, 
in  which  judgments  have  been  reversed,  in  writs  ef  erior  by  defaadaati, 
where  a  ctqnaiur  pro  Jine^  or  an  tn  mUericardidj  has  been  impiuperty 
awarded ;  for,  if  the  court  of  tfrror  could  give  the  same  judgment  as  the 
*4961  *^^^^  below,  it  would  not  hare  to  reverse  merefy,  but  oon^  the 
defect,  by  entering  the  judgment  ia  proper  form« 

Be  this  as  it  may,  the  present  is  the  case  of  a  writ  of  error  bjf  the  fUn^ 
tiff  below,  who  complains  that  the  record  is  erroneous,  and  asks  to  hails 
k  i^versed,  and  justice  done  to  himself..  If  judgment  is  reversed  simplyi 
complete  justice  is  not  done.  .1\>  do  that,  the  plaintiff  must  have  a  jadf- 
aent  in  his  favour  on  the  deannrrer :  for,  the  costs  may  greedy  exceed  thr 
4efoiKlaats'  costs  of  the  oanse.  But  the  court  couU  not  •g^ve  that  jadg^ 
inent,  without  also  giving  a  complete  judgment  on  every  part  of  the  record. 


I 


a)  The  nila  nisi  would  not  uppear  on  the  teoont 

6}  .Aicm.  1  Salk.  401.    tod  ■#»  Jlg%t  v.  Bm^  flt  4€a, 
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And  the  result  Bkust  be,  th«t  the  tiew  jtidgnieht  w91  not  tmlj  be  for  thri 
piaietiff  for  the  eoste  oq  the  demurrer,  bot  for  the  defeodants  on  the 
iMue8(a)  found  for  then*  iadgriient  aeeordin|^y. 

(•)  Qaapre,  as  to  the  form  of  the  judgment  in  respect  of  the  acedMrf  md  third  issaesi 


M<ALfINB  9.  MAMGNALL  and  Another.    /Me  16. 

A  patent  is  not  avoided  by  an  assignment  to  trastees  ion  the  benefit  of  the  crediton  of  the 

patentee,  exceeding  twelve  in  number. 
When  exceptions  are  laken  to  the  dizediaB  of  a  judge,  it  is  ttOieoonefa  to  staAs  ifci  Hito  bill 

of  eioeptions  that  he  declined  to  direct  the  jury  in  the  way  siiggestod,  wUhout  showing 

what  his  direction  was. 

GAic,  for  the  infringement  o!  a  patent.  The  declaration  set  fordi  a 
grant  of  letters-patent  to  Thomas  Ridgway  Bridson  snd  WiUiUm  Latham, 
ibr  «IrapfOTemottts  in  machinery  or  apparatus  for  stretchings  drying,  and 
finisbiog  woven  fabrics,"  bearing  date  the  S6th  of  May,  1838 — the  eniol- 
nent  of  a  specification  on  the  23d  of  November,  ISdB-^-aa  astignaeat 
[release]  by  Latham,  on  the  13di  of  March,  1839,  of  all  his  interest  in 
the  patent  to  Bridson,  his  execulorH,  administrators,  and  assigns — and  aa 
assignment,  on  the  21st  of  April,  1840,  by  Bridson  to  the  phintifis  below, 
and  one  Benjamin  Hidk,  since  ^deceased,  their  exeeuton,  adaiiaia-  tmoy 
traton,  and  assigns — and  then  alleged  tliat  the  defendant  below 
'id,  after  the  making  of  the  letters-patent,  and  aftet  the  making  of  Ati 
said  several  indentures,  and  after  the  death  6{  Hick,  and  wMnn  the  term 
in  the  letters-patent  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  fcc.,  witbia  Enghrnd^  wrong<* 
My  and  unjustly,  without  the  leave  or  license  of  Bridson  atid  Latham  by 
tbe  defendant  had  or  obtaitied  before  tbe  making  of  ihe  finrt<iineittioiled 
iadentnre,  and  without  the  leave  or  license  of  Bridson  by  tbe  defendant 
Mow  had  or  obtained  before  the  making  of  the  indenture  secondly  above 
neatioaed,  and  without  tbe  leave  ot  license  of  th6  jdAtntifis  befow  and 
Hick,  by  the  defendant  befow  bad  and  obtmed  after  tke  middng  of  the 
biflt-nientioiied  indenture,  and  in  tb^  Kfotime  of  Hick,  and  without  the 
leaive  or  license  of  tbe  pkintifis,  and  without  any  Umve  or  lieente  what* 
aseve^,  in  writing  or  otlKrwke^  under  hand  and  seal,  #r  balida  and  serfs, 
or  o&erwioe,  and  againat  the  will  of  the  piaintiA,  ase  and  put  in  practice 
the  said  invention  and  divers  parts  thereof,  to  wk,  each  atfd  Hrety  pait  ef 
the  samci  in  breach  of  the  sidd  lettclrs-patent,  toe. ;  mi  (M  oounterfoit, 
iaiitatii,  ahd  resemble  the  said  invention,  in  breiMdl^  ftc< ;  atid  ako  4Kd 
aHlit^  and  cause  to  be  inade  diveva  additions  to  and'  Mtbsttractions  fioin 
the  said  invention,  vrtiereby  to  pretend  himself,  ^  riefefldailt  beloW,  iht^ 
iif^ttor  and  devisor  of  the  said  mventfon,  and  did  ««n  pftH^tfd  Mitttctf 
ta  keihe  invenlor  and  devisor  of  the  said  inventkm^  in  breatfti^  ke. 

Ibe  defendant  below  craved  oyer  of  the  indenture  «if  tlHf  21it  t»f  April, 
IMO.    Tbe  paitiea  thevclto  were,  Bridsotti  therein  ^^soillled  etf  of  Boltim* 
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le-MoorSy  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  bleacher,  of  the  first  part,  and  the 
plaintiffs  below  and  Hick  of  the  second  part ;  and,  after  reciting,  that,  by 
indenture  bearing  date  the  1st  of  May,  1835,  made  between^  Bridson  of 
the  first  part,  the  plaintiffs  below  and  Hick  of  the  second  part,  the  several 
^^AQo^    *persons  whose  names  were  mentioned  in  the  second  schedule 

thereunder  written  or  thereunto  annexed,  and  whose  names  were 
thereunto  subscribed  or  seals  affixed,  of  the  third  part,  and  the  several 
persons  whose  names  were  mentioned  in  the  schedule  thirdly  thereunder 
written  or  thereunto  annexed,  and  whose  names  were  thereunto  subscribed 
or  seals  affixed,  of  the  fourth  part,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentiooed, 
Bridson  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  unto  the  said 
parties  thereto  of  the  second  part,  their  executors,  &c.,  all  and  singular 
the  leasehold  messuages,  works,  warehouses,  buildings,  lands,  and  pre- 
mises, and  all  and  singular  the  stock  in  trade,  machinery,  fcc.,  &c.,  of  bim 
Bridson,  and  of,  in,  or  to  which  he,  or  any  person  or  persons  in  trust  for 
him,  had  any  estate  or  interest,  claim  or  demand,  in  possession,  reversioD, 
remainder,  expectancy,  or  otherwise  howsoever,  with  their  appurtenances ; 
to  hold  the  said  leasehold  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto  the 
said  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  second  part,  their  executors,  &c.,  thence- 
forth during  the  residue  then  unexpired  of  the  term  or  terms  of  years  for 
which  the  same  leasehold  premises  were  held,  subject  to  such  rents,  mort- 
gages, charges,  and  other  encumbrances  as  affected  the  same ;  and  to  hold, 
receive,  and  take  all  and  singular  other  the  premises  thereinbefore  assigned, 
with  the  appurtenances,  under  the  said  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  second 
part,  their  executors,  &c.,  subject  to  such  mortgages,  charges,  and  other 
e^icumbrances  (if  any)  as  the  same  premises  were  subject  to ;  upon  the 
trusts,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  agreements, 
and  declarations  therein  expressed  or  declared  of  or  concerning  the  same, 
for  carrying  on  the  business  of  Bridson  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors :  and 
further  reciting  the  grant  of  the  letters-patent  to  Bridson  and  Latham,  and 
*4991    ^^  assignment  [release]  of  Latham's  share  therein  to  Bridson :  *and 

further  reciting  that  the  costs  of  obtaining  the  said  letters-patent, 
and  the  money  paid  to  Latham  for  the  purchase  of  his  share  and  interest 
therein,  were  paid  and  discharged  out  of  the  moneys  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiffs  below  and  Hick  as  such  trustees  as  aforesaid ;  and  that,  in  considera* 
tion  thereof,  Bridson  had  agreed  to  assign  to  them  the  said  letters-patent, 
upon  the  trusts  and.  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned :  it  was  witnessed, 
that,  in  pursuance  and  performance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  consi- 
deration of  the  premises,  and  of .  105.  by  the  plaintiffs  below  and  Hick  to 
Bridson  paid  immediately  before  the  execution  of  those  presents,  he,  Brid- 
son, did,  by  those  presents,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  assign,  and  transfer,  and 
set  over  unto  the  plaintiffs  below  and  Hick,  their  executors,  &c.,  all  die 
said  recited  letters-patent^  and  the  exclusive  right  and  enjoyment  of  the 
invention  therein  n^entioned  and  thereby  granted  to  Bridson  and  LathaOi 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  as  aforesaid,  anc)  all  -and  m* 
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gular  the  rights,  &c.,  granted  by  the  same  letters-patent,  and  from  time  tc 
time  to  accrue  or  arise  therefrom,  or  by  reason  of  the  said  invention  in 
respect  of  which  the  same  letters-patent  were  granted,  and  all  the  estate, 
&c.,  of  him,  Bridscm,  of,  in,  to,  or  out  of  the  said  letters-patent  and  the 
said  invention  respectively, — to  have  and  to  bold  the  said  letters-patent, 
and  receive  and  enjoy  all  profit,  benefit,  and  advantage  to  arise  therefrom 
or  by  reason  of  the  said  invention,  and  all  other  the  premises  thereinbefore 
mentioned  to  be  thereby  assigned,  with  the  appurtenances,  unto  the  plain- 
ti£  below  and  Hick,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  thence- 
Ibftb,  during  all  the  residue  yet  to  come  and  unexpired  of  the  said  term  of 
foarteen  years  therein,  as  and  for  their  and  his  own  proper  effects,  upon  the 
trusts  following,  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  that  'iiey  the  plaintiffs  below  and 
Hick,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  and  *ad-  rtgoQ 
mioistrators,  or  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  under  the 
said  indenture  of  the  1st  of  May,  1836,  should  and  did,  from  time  to  time, 
when  and  as  they  or  he  should  think  proper,  absolutely  sell,  dispose  of, 
and  convey  the  said  letters-patent  and  patent  right  and  invention,  or  other- 
v;ise  grant  licenses  for  the  use  of  the  said  letters-patent  and  patent  right 
or  invention,  to  any  person  or  persons,  for  and  during  all  or  any  part  of 
the  residue  then  unexpired  of  the  said  term  of  fourteen  years,  for  such 
price  or  prices  in  money,  and  upon  such  tci^ms  and  conditions  as  they,  the 
plaintifis  below  and  Hick,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
executors  or  administrators,  or  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  (or  the  time 
being,  should,  in  their  or  his  discretion,  think  proper;  and,  subject  and 
without  prejudice  to  the  power  of  sale  and  granting  licenses  thereinbefore 
contained,  did  and  should  stand  possessed  of  the  said  letters-patent,  inven- 
tion, rights,  privileges,  and  premises  thereby  assigned,  or  intended  so  to 
be,  and  also  of  the  moneys  to  arise  from  such  sale,  or  the  granting  of  any 
such  licenses  as  aforesaid,  upon  such  and  the  like  trusts,  and  to  and  for 
such  and  the  like  intents  and  purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to 
such  and  the  like  powers,  provisoes,  agreements,  and  declarations,  as  were 
expressed,  declared,  and  contained  in  the  said  thereinbefore  in  part  recited 
indenture  of  the  1st  of  May,  1835,  with  respect  to  the  estate  of  the  said 
T.  R.  Bridson  thereby  assigned,  or  such  of  them  as  were  then  subsisting 
and  capable  of  taking  effect,  in  as  full,  ample,  and  beneficial  a  manner  to 
all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever  as  if  the  same  respectively  had  been 
therein  repeated  and  expressed ;  provided,  and  it  was  thereby  declared 
and  agreed  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  plaintifls  below  and  Hick,  and 
the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  his  executors,  &c.,  or  the  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being  under  the  said  indenture  of  *the  1st  of  r«5Q| 
May,  1835,  to  give  good  and  effectual  receipts  and  discharges  for 
any  money  to  arise  from  any  such  sale,  or  the  granting  of  any  such  licenses 
as  aforesaid,  or  for  any  moneys  payable  to  them  or  him  under  or  by  virtue 
of  those  presents,  or  in.  the  execution  of  any  of  the  trusts  or  powers  therein 
contained,  &c.    The  indenture  also  contained  covenants  by  Bndson,  that 
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he  had  done  no  act  to  encumber  or  prejudicially  affect  the  letters-patenir 
ftp  quiet  enjoyment,  and  for  further  assurance. 

Hie  defendant  below  then  pleaded — first,  not  guilty — ^seceiidlyi  that 
Bridson  and  Latham  were  not  the  true  and  first  inrentora  of  the  said  io- 
provements  in  machinery  or  apparatus  fiv  stretchings  drying,  and  finishiof 
.woven  fabrics — thirdly*  that  Bridson  and  Latham  did  not  by  the  said 
instrument  in  the  declaration  meptioned,  particularly  describe  and  ascer« 
tain  the  nature  of  the  invention,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  might  be 
performed — fourthly,  that  the  invention  was  not  new — ^fifthly,  that  a  certain 
pait  of  the  invention  in  and  by  the  said  instrument  in  writing  ia  the  de- 
claration mentioned  particularly  described  and  ascertained,  the  same  being 
a  material  part  of  the  invention  in  respect  of  which  the  letters-patent  were 
granted,  was  not,  nor  is,  the  working  or  making  of  any  manner  of  new 
manufacture  for  which  letters*patent  could  be. granted,  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf  made  and  provided 
— sixthly,  that  the  invention  described  in  the  specification  was  not  the  in- 
vention for  which  the  letters^patent  were  grantedr—seventhly,  that  a  part 
of  the  invention  was  not  an  improvement  in  machiner}'  or  apparatus  for 
stretching,  drying,  and  finishing  woven  fabrics. 

Eightldy,  that,  in  the  said  letters-patent,  there  was  and  is  contained  a 
:pn>viso,  and  that  the  said  letters-patent  were  upon  the  express  coQditi(»» 
that,  if,  at  any  time  after  the  making  of  the  said  letters-patent,  the  said 
*'6021  ^^^^i^P&tent,  or  Ihe  liberties  and  privileges  thereby  granted, 
should  become  vested  in,  or  in  trust  for,  more  than  the  number  of 
twelve  persons,  or  their  representatives,  at  any  one  time,  as  partners^ 
dividing,  or  entitled  to  divide,  the  benefits  or  profits  obtained  by  reason^/^' 
the  said  letters-patent,  (reckoning  executors  and  administrators  as  and  for 
the  single  person  whom  they  represent,  as  to  such  interest  as  they  should 
be  entitled  to  in  right  of  such  their  testator  or  intestate,)  that  then  the 
said  letters-patent,  and  all  liberties  and  privileges  whatsoever  thereby 
granted,  should  utterly  cease,  determine,  and  become  void,  any  thing  in 
the  said  letters-patent  before  contained  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  any  wise 
notwitstanding;  that  the  indenture  of  the  1st  of  May,  1835,  in  the  said 
indenture  of  the  21st  of  April,  1840,  mentioned,  was  an  indenture  made 
between  the  several  persons  as  in  the  said  indenture  of  the  21st  of  Apiili 
1840,  mentioned ;  that  the  several  persons  whose  names  were  contained 
in  the  said  second  and  third  schedules  to  the  indenture  of  the  1st  of  Maj, 
1835,  thereunder  written  or  thereto  annexed,  as  in  the  indenture  of  the 
21st  of  April,  1840,  mentioned,  and  who  became  parties  to  and  executed 
the  said  indenture  of  the  1st  of  May,  1835,  were  a  great  number  of  per- 
sons, to  wit,  a  greater  number  than  twelve  persons,  reckoning  executon 
and  administrators  as  and  for  the  single  person  whom  they  might  repre- 
sent ;*  that  the  trusts  in  the  said  indenture  of  the  21st  of  April,  1840, 
referred  to  as  being  the  trusts  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  below  and  Hick. 
were  declared  to  stand  possessed  of  the  said  letters-pi^tent,  invention,  rigbtSr 
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pririleges,  and  premises  thereby  assignedt  er  iateaded  so  to  bai  and  also 
cf  the  moneys  to  arise  by  any  such  sale,  or  the  grandog  of  any  such 
license,  as  in  the  said  indenture  of  the  21at  of  April,  1840,  mentioned^ 
being  such  of  the  like  trusts  as  were  expressed,  declared,  and  contaiaed 
in  the  said  in  part  recited  indenture  of  the  *lst  of  May,  1835,  r^gnj 
with  respect  to  the  estate  and  efiects  of  Bridson,  by  the  said  in- 
denture of  the  1st  of  May,  1835,  assigned  or  intended  so  to  be,  as  were 
at  the  date  and  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  of  the  2l8t 
of  April  1840,  subsisting,  and  capable  of  taking  effect*  were  trusts  where- 
by, and  that  the  said  indenture  of  assignment  of  the  2l8t  of  April,  1840» 
was  an  indenture  whereby,  the  said  letters-patent  in  the  declaration  meo^ 
tioned,  and  the  liberties  and  privileges  thereby  granted,  became  and  were 
Tested  in  the  plaintifis  below  and  Hick,  in  trust /or  more  than  the  number 
of  twelve  persons^  or  their  representatives,  at  one  and  the  same  time,  as 
partners^  dividing  or  entitled  to  divide  the  benefits  or  profits  obtained  by 
reason  of  the  said  letters-patent,  reckoning  executors  and  administrators 
as  and  for  the  single  person  whom  they  might  represent,  as  to  suck  in-* 
terest  as  they  might  be  entitled  to  in  right  of  such  their  testator  or  intestate ; 
whereby,  and  by  reason  whereof,  the  sud  letters-patent,  and  all  liberties 
and  advantages  whatsoever  thereby  granted,  did  then  utterly  cease  and 
determine,  and  became  and  were,  and  coniinued^  utterly  void  and  of  no 
eflfect. 

The  ninth  plea  was  the  same  as  the  eighth,  as  far  as  the  asterisk,  p. 
502:  it  then  averred  that  the  moneys  belonging  to  the  plaintifis  bebw  and 
Hick,  as  such  trustees  as  in  the  indenture  of  the  21st  of  April,  1840,  men- 
tioned, were  moneys  belonging  to  the  (rfainlifis  below  and  Hick,  and 
whereof  they  were  possessed,  in  trust  for  a  great  number  of  persons,  to 
wit,  a  greater  number  than  twelve  persons,  ceckoniog  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators as  and  tor  the  single  persons  whom  they  might  represent ;  that 
the  said  letters-patent  were  granted  to  Bridson  and  Latham  for  the  benefit 
of,  and  in  trust  for,  the  said  last-mentioned  persons,  being  in  number 
more  than  the  number  of  twelve  persons,  or  their  representatives,  at  one 
time  as  partners,  entitled  *to  divide  the  benefits  and  profits  ob-  r«go4 
tained  by  reason  of  the  said  letters-patent,  redconing  executors 
and  administrators  as  and  for  the  single  person  whom  they  might  repre- 
sent, as  to  such  interest  as  they  might  be  entitkid  to  in  right  of  such  their 
testator  or  intestate ;  whereby,  &c«,  oonduding  as  in  the  eighth  plea. 

The  plaintiffs  below  joined  issue  on  the  first  three  pleas,  and  traversed 
the  rest  upon  which  issues  were  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Tihdajl^  C,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  last  Hilary  term.  The  letters-pateftt  a»d  specification  were  put  in. 
The  material  parts  of  the  latter  were  as  follows : — 

<<  These  improvements  in  machinery  or  apparatus  for  stretching,  drying, 
and  finishing  woven  fabrics,  ccNisist  in  a  novel  arrangement  of  mechanism 
designed  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  these  objects  in  a  superior  and  mora 
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complete  manner  by  mechanical  means,  than  has  heretofore  been  accoa* 
plished,  and  with  peculiar  advantage,  owing  to  the  extreme  elasticit)  sf 
finish  which  is  by  such  means  imparted  to  the  goods, 

«In  order  that  these  improvements  may  be  properly  understood,  and 
more  definitely  explained,  there  is  attached  to  these  presents  a  drawing 
of  the  apparatus  constructed  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  stretching,  dry* 
ing,  and  finishing  fine  piece  goods,  such  as  plain,  or  checked,  or  figured 
muslins,  lace,  lenoes,  and  other  similar  light  ficibrics. 

«  Figure  1  is  a  horizontal  or  top  view  of  the  machine,  in  which  a  piece 
of  muslin  is  represented  distended  upon  tension  pins ;  in  which  situation 
the  goods  may  be  supposed  to  be  under  the  improved  operation.  Figure 
2  is  a  longitudinal  or  side  elevation;  and  figure  3  is  an  end  view  of  the 
same.  Two  longitudinal  rails,  or  framings,  a  a,  extend  along  the  whole 
length  of  the  piece  of  goods,  and  carry  at  their  extreme  ends,  by  means 
*5051  ^^  *brackets,  the  pulleys  b  i,  upon  peripheries  of  which  are  placed 
small  pins  or  studs,  c  c,  at  equal  distances  from  each  other;  aod 
these  pins,  c  c,  take  into  corresponding  holes  pierced  in  endless  straps 
or  bands,  d  d.  Upon  the  outer  surface  of  the  straps,  near  their  inner 
edges,  are  fixed  very  fine  needle  or  tenter  points,  e  e,  for  the  purpose  of 
holding  the  selvages  of  the  fabric  distended  as  it  passes  through  the  appa- 
ratus. The  longitudinal  bars  or  frames,  a  a,  are  attached  to  several 
transverse  framings, yyy,  which  carry  the  rack-bars^,  and  chains  A  A. 
TTiese  racks  are  well  understood  to  be  for  the  ordinary  purpose  of  distending 
or  stretching  the  cloth  breadthwise  in  its  wet  state.  Immediately  after  it 
has  been  introduced,  the  framings  f  f^  upon  which  the  whole  of  the  im- 
proved apparatus  is  carried,  are  supported  upon  central  bearings  i  i,  and 
allowed  to  turn  or  swivel  upon  the  centre  pins  j  j.  These  framings  are 
to  be  placed  at  any  convenient  distance  apart,  throughout  the  entire  length 
of  the  machine,  which  is  supposed  to  be  of  the  same  length  as  the  piece 
of  goods,  although  each  end  of  the  same  is  only  shown  in  the  drawings 
fi^r  the  sake  of  convenience. 

((Now,  supposing  boys  to  be  holding  the  end  of  a  piece  of  muslin  or 
other  fabric  at  each  selvage  or  side,  and  standing  at  that  end  of  the  machine 
shown  at  the  right  hand  of  the  figures  1  and  2,  they  first  place  the  extreme 
ends  of  the  piece  upon  the  rails  or  stretchers,  o  o,  in  order  to  keep  the  end 
of  the  cloth  square  and  firm  ;  and,  after  gliding  each  selvage  on  to  the 
fine  points  or  needles  e  e  of  the  endless  straps,  the  pressing-rollers  i  e, 
which  are  covered  with  felt  or  flannel,  cause  the  needles  e  e  to  enter  the 
selvages,  and  to  hold  the  length  of  the  muslin  or  other  goods  securely. 
The  attendant  theti  throws  the  toothed  pinions  k  k  upon  the  driving-shaft 
I  /,  into  gear  with  the  spur-wheels  m  m,  which  wheels  are  fixed  upon  the 
*5061  ^^^  studs  or  shafts  that  carry  the  ^pulleys  b  b;  and,  as  the 
pinions  k  k  slide  upon  feathers  or  keys  formed  upon  the  driving- 
shaft  /,  they  are  thrown  in  and  out  of  gear  by  any  suitable  clutch-box 
attached  to  the  driving-wheels  which  give  motion  from  the  main  shafting. 
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These  pulteys  i  i,  as  they  revolve,  cause  the  straps  to  trafel,  and  cany 
the  muslin  or  other  goods  entirely  over  the  machine,  and  extend  it  from 
end  to  endy  as  represented  in  figure  1.  The  pinions  k  k  are  then  to  be 
thrown  out  of  gear  with  the  spur-wheels  m  m,  and  consequently  this  ope- 
ration of  the  mechanism  ceases.  The  muslin  or  other  material  being  now 
stationary,  in  the  wet  state,  just  as  it  had  come  from  the  squeezers,  or  othei 
wet  process,  and  held  in  a  slight  state  of  tension  in  the  machine,  the  winch 
handle  n  is  to  be  turned.  The  winch  is  keyed  fast  upon  the  stud  that 
carries  the  pinion  p  in  gear  with  the  whe«l  q  fixed  upon  the  end  of  the 
central  shaft  r  r,  and,  by  means  of  small  rack-pinions,  drives  the  racks 
gy  and,  through  the  agency  of  the  chains  h  A,  causes  the  rails  a  a,  and 
with  them  the  straps  carrying  the  selvages  of  the  muslin,  to  be  drawn  fur> 
ther  apart,  and  consequently  to  stretch  or  distend  the  muslin  to  the  desired 
width.  The  frames  are  held  in  this  state  by  means  of  the  ratchet-wheel 
and  pull  s  s  upon  the  winch  fi,  while  the  cloth  is  undergoing  the  opera- 
tions of  drying  and  finishing. 

«<  We  may  now  observe  that  any  suitable  number  of  these  machines  may 
be  ranged  side  by  side,  or  one  above  the  other,  and  heated  by  hot  air  flues> 
or  any  other  convenient  mode. 

"  We  now  proceed  to  describe  the  further  process  of  finishing  the  goods^ 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  out  the  rigid  stiffness  of  the  piece,  and  causing 
it  to  feel  soft  and  pliant,  which  is  accomplished  by  bringing  other  parts 
of  the  mechanism  into  operation,  while  those  just  described  are  set  at  rest ; 
vhich  is  effected  by  a  vibratory  apparatus,  causing  the  goods  to  be  stretched 
diagonally  by  ^repeated  operations  of  the  vibratory  apparatus,  t^pjm 
during  the  process  of  drying.  It  will  be  perceived  that  the  lever  ^ 
1 1  has  two  notches  u  v  formed  in  it ;  and,  when  the  operator  lifts  the 
«,  from  off  the  piece  io,  and  places  the  notch  v  on  to  the  pin  or  stud  x, 
at  the  top  of  the  vibrating  lever  y,  this  part  of  the  mechanism  is  put  into 
action.  An  upright  shaft,  z,  connected  with  the  main  driving  power,  car- 
ries the  eccentric  1,  which  by  revolving  vibrates  the  lever  2  keyed  upon 
the  same  shaft,  3,  as  the  lever  y.  This  connection  causes  the  lever  y  to 
slide  the  lever  t  t  backwards  and  forwards  through  the  same  length  of 
traverse  as  the  diameter  of  the  eccentric.  Now,  as  this  lever  ^  ^  is  attached 
U>  the  framingsy*y,  (or  it  may  be  to  the  rails  a  a,  if  more  convenient,) 
It  will  cause  these  reciprocating  frames  to  vibrate  upon  their  centres  %  t, 
as  shown  by  red  lines  in  figure  1,  and  to  slide  the  rails  longitudinally, 
vhicb  will  draw  the  weft-threads  of  the  cloth  altemally  into  oblique  posi- 
tions, as  shown  in  the  drawing,  thus  causing  the  threads  of  the  fabric  to 
^  strained  into  alternate  diagonal  positions  at  every  revolution  of  the  6nr* 
tog*8haft  s;  the  effect  of  which  will  be,  that,  by  thus  alternately  shiftiug 
^e  oblique  directions  of  the  threads,  the  stiffening,  or  starch,  which  filled 
^^  interstices,  will  become  broken  between  the  meshes  of  the  fabric,  and 
thereby  the  desired  elasticity  will  be  imparted  to  the  cloth,  every  thread 
l^ing  thrown  up  full^  round,  and  independent  of  the  adjoining  threads, 
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trbich  tvill  be  found  to  giv€  a  renarkable  degree  of  brigbiness  to  die  ckHhy 
ftnd  much  improve  the  softness  of  its  quality.  This  diagonal  stretching 
process  being  repeated  until  the  cloth  has  beconie  entirely  dry ,^ the  attend* 
ant  raises  the  lever  f,  and  releases  the  notch  u  from  off  the  pin  x  on  th« 
Ttbrating  lever  y,  and  places  the  notch  m  upon  the  catch-piece  w, 
which  will  throur  this  vibrating  apparatus  oqt  of  gear»  and  at  the  sant 
*5Q81  *^^™^>  ^y  pu^ng  the  pinions  k  k  into  gear  again  with  the  wfaeeli 
m  171,  and  driving  them  the  reverse  way,  will  cause  the  strap-pul- 
leys and  straps  to  deliver  the  finished  cloth  into  the  hands  of  the  attendaolv 
nt  (he  right-hand  end  of  the  machine,  in  the  same  manner  that  it  var 
taken  from  tbem  in  commencing  the  operation. 

«<  We  would  further  remark,  that  we  are  perfectly  aware  that  many  sinir 
pie  contrivances  might  be  devised  for  efieetiag  the  object  of  our  improve- 
fnents,  viz.  giving  vibrating  motion  to  the  selvages  of  the  cloth,  for  the  p«l^ 
poses  above  stated ;  but,  as  it  is  not  practicable  to  describe  every  possihk 
method  in  detail,  we  desire  it  to  be  understood  that  any  mode  even  of 
moving  one  side  or  selvage  of  the  cloth  whilst  the  other  remains  stationary, 
we  shall  consider  to  be  an  evasive  imitation  of  our  invention,  if  fiw  the 
purpose  of  drawing  the  threads  into  diagonal  positions  by  mechanical  meaoi 
instead  of  manual  labour ;  lor  instance,  the  goods  may  be  stretched  upon 
ordinary  clamp-tables,  (well  known  in  the  trade,)  and  one  side  made  to 
^brate  or  reciprocate  backwards  and  forwards  while  the  cloth  is  drying 
thereon ;  or  the  straps  and  pins  as  described  in  the  apparatus,  and  showi 
in  the  drawings,  instead  of  travelKng  together,  may  very  easily  be  made 
to  travel  independently  of  each  other,  and  to  progress  by  alternate  advanc- 
ing movements ;  or,  the  whole  apparatus  may  be  constructed  of  a  cylior 
drical  form,  instead  of  horizontally,  as  is  represented  in  the  drawing,  and 
have  either  a  continuous  or  interrupted  rotatory  motion,  and  still  be  so  con- 
trived as  to  give  a  reciprocating  action  to  the  selvages  of  the  cloth  dis- 
tended thereon.  But  any  of  these,  or  similar  modifications  of  the  a{^ 
ratus  above  particularly  set  out,  would  be  merdy  mechanical  varUUimis 
of  the  proposed  improvements  in  stretchmg,  drying,  and  finishing  woven 
fabrics." 

*5091  ^'^  appeared  from  the  plainti&'  evidence,  that  the  only  novehj 
in  the  invention  consisted  in  the  mechanism  by  which  the  vibra- 
ting motion  was  imparted  to  the  doth  while  in  the  course  of  drying;  that 
this  was  an  improvement  of  considerable  value;  and  that  the  defendant 
had  adopted  it,  slightly  varying  its  application. 

The  indentures  of  the  1st  of  May,  1835,  and  21st  of  April,  1840,  vere 
then  put  in.  The  former  was  an  indenture  between  Bridson  of  the  first 
part,  the  plaintiffs  below  and  Hick  of  the  second  part,  and  two  classes  of 
creditors  of  Bridson,  each  consisting  of  a  greater  number  of  persons  than 
twelve,  of  the  third  and  fourth  parts.  By  this  deed,  Bridson  assigned  to 
ike  plaintiffs  below  and  Hick  all  his  estate  and  efiects,  (including  the  pa- 
^tent  right,)  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditor;  and  it  was  theiein 
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lirmded  that  the  busiDess  diould  be  earried  on  by,  or  under  the  inepea^ 
ibn  of,  the  trustees,  until  the  liquidation  of  Bridson's  debts,  the  profits  to 
be  divided  ratably  amongst  the  oreditors,  untQ  their  several  demands  should 
bt  folly  satisfied,  with  interest  thereon  at  4/.  per  cent. ;  and  the  creditors 
4soTenanted  to  indemnify  the  trustees  against  any  loss  that  might  be 
incuFred. 

The  plaiatifls'  case  being  closed,  the  defendant  called  num^xius  wit* 
jiesses  to  prove  that  the  invention  was  not,  at  the  date  of  the  letters-patent, 
B  new  invention :  and  it  was  insisted  on  his  behalf  that  the  lord  cbief  justice 
Augbt  to  direct  the  jury,  that  the  invention  claimed  was  not  for  the  movable 
and  vibratory  motion  only;  that,  if  the  invention  claimed  was  for  the 
Biovable  frame  and  vibratory  motion  only,  the  title  of  the  p^itent  was  not 
supported;  that  the  specification  was  bad,  for  not  distinguishing,  upon  the 
6ce  of  it,  either  alone  or  taken  in  connection  with  the  drawings,  what 
was  new  from  what  was  dd ;  and  also  that  the  deeds  of  May,  1835,  and 
April,  1840,  vested  the  letters-rpatent  in  trust  for  more  than  twelve  persons, 
as  partners,  within  the  ^meaning  of  the  proviso  of  the  letters-patent.  r«5i  a 
But  the  lord  chief  justice  refused  so  to  direct  the  jury ;  and  <«  there-  ^ 
upon  summed  up  and  directed  the  jury  without  directing  them  that  the 
invention  claimed  was  not  for  the  movable  frame  and  vibratory  motion 
only, — and  without  directing  the  jury,  that,  if  the  invention  claimed  was 
for  the  movable  frame  and  vibratory  motion  only,  the  title  of  the  pateikl 
was  not  supportedi — and  without  directing  the  jury  that  the  specification 
was  bad,  as  not  distinguishing  upon  the  foce  of  it,  either  alone  or  taken  in 
ooane<:tion  with  the  drawing,  what  was  new  from  what  was  old, — and  with- 
out directing  the  jury  that  the  deeds  of  May,  1835,  and  of  April,  1840, 
vested  the  letters-patent  in  trust  for  more  than  twelve  persons,  as  partners, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso  of  the  letters-patent." 

« Whereupon  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  did  then  and  there  except  to 
the  aforesaid  summing  up  and  direction  of  the  lord  chief  justice,  and  con- 
tend against  the  same,  and  insist — first,  that  the  said  lord  chief  justice 
oaght  to  have  directed  the  jury  that  the  invention  claimed  is  not  for  the 
movable  frame  and  vibratory  motion  only— secondly,  that,  fce.  &g.  And 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant  then  and  there  prayed  the  said  lord  chief 
justice  to  give  his  opbion  and  direction  to  the  jury  accordingly.  But  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiflfs  did  contend  the  contraiy ;  and  the  said  lord  chief 
justice  did  refuse  to  direct  the  jury  as  aforesaid;''  The  jury  found  for 
tile  plaintiffs  upon  all  the  issues. 

A  writ  of  error  having  beei^  brought,  the  exceptions  now  oame  on  £»r 
argument  before  Pahke,  B.,  Pattcson,  J.,  Williams,  J.,  Rolf£,  B., 
WiGHTMAN,  J.,  and  Platt,  B. 

Wd^Uff  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.     The  constroction  of  the  specification 


is  for  the  court:  MiUon  v.  "^ Harford,  8  M.  fc  W.  806,  1  Webster, 
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P*  C.  370.    If,  as  the  lord  chief  justice  thought,  in  this  case,  the 
substance  of  the  invention  was  the  movable  frame  ^nd  vibratory  motion 
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only)  the  title  of  the  specification  is  insaflkient.  And,  the  direction  having 
been  such  that  the  jury  may  ha?e  been  misled,  the  exceptions  must  be 
allowed:  Hou$ekiU  Con^Hmy  v.  MUson,  1  Webster,  P.  C.  711,  712. 
Mere  generality  of  title  does  not  vitiate  a  patent:  but  here  there  isfaUe 
suggestion ;  the  Utle  being,  for  <«  in^nwemefUs  in  machinery  or  apparatus 
for  stretching,  drying,  and  finishing  woven  fabrics."  In  Morgan  v.  jSbs^ 
wardf  2  M.  &  W.  644,  it  was  held,  that,  if  a  patent  be  taken  out  for  several 
inventions,  which  are  claimed  as  improvements^  and  the  jury  find  that  one 
of  them  is  not  an  improvement,  the  patent  is  altogether  void.  Parke,  B., 
in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  court,  there  says:  ««Upon  the  authorities, 
we  feel  bound  to  hold  that  the  patent  is  void,  upon  the  ground  of  fraud 
on  the  crown,  without  entering  into  the  question  whether  the  utility  of  eadi 
and  every  part  of  the  invention  is«essential  to  a  patent,  where  such  utilitj 
is  not  suggested  in  the  patent  itself  as  the  ground  of  the  grant.  That  a 
false  suggestion  of  the  grantee  avoids  an  ordinary  grant  of  lands  or  tene> 
ments  from  the  crown,  is  a  maxim  of  the  common  law :  and  such  a  grant 
is  void,  not  against  the  crown  merely,  but  in  a  suit  against  a  third  person  :(s) 
Traoell  v.  CarUret,  3  Lev.  135 ;  Mcock  v.  Cooke,  5  Bingh.  340,  2  M.  & 
P.  625.  It  is  on  the  same  principle  that  a  patent  for  two  or  more  inveo* 
tions,  when  one  is  not  new,  is  void  altogether ;  as  was  held  in  ISU  v. 
Thompson,  2  J.  B.  Moore,  424, 8  Taunt.  375,  3  Meriv.  622,  and  BruinUni 
*5121  ^*  Hawkes,  4  B.  &  Aid.  541 ;  for,  ^although  the  statute  invalidates 
a  patent  for  want  of  novelty,  and  consequently,  by  force  of  the 
statute,  the  patent  would  be  void,  as  far  as  related  to  that  which  was  old, 
yet  the  principle  on  which  the  patent  has  been  held  to  be  void  altogether, 
is,  that  the  consideration  for  the  grant  is  novelty  of  all,  and,  the  conside^ 
ation  failing,  or,  in  other  words,  the  crown  being  deceived  in  its  grant, 
the  patent  is  void,  and  no  action  maintainable  upon  it."  In  BrunUm  v. 
HawkeSf  4  B.  &  Aid.  552,  Bayley,  J.,  says:  «If  a  patent  is  taken  out 
for  many  difierent  things,  the  entire  discovery  of  all  those  things  is  the 
consideration  upon  which  the  king  is  induced  to  make  the  grant.  That 
consideration  is  entire,  and,  if  it  fails  in  any  part,  it  fails  in  toto.  Upon 
an  application  for  a  patent,  although  the  thing  may  be  new  in  every  par* 
ticular,  it  is  in  the  judgment  of  the  crown  whether  it  will  or  will  not,  as 
matter  of  favour,  make  the  grant  to  the  person  who  has  made  the  discoveiy. 
And,  when  an  application  is  made  for  a  patent  for  three  diflSsrent  things, 
it  may  be  considered  by  the  persons  who  are  to  advise  the  crown  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  grant,  that  the  discovery  as  to  the  three  things  together 
may  form  the  proper  subject  of  a  patent,  although  each  per  se  would  not 
induce  them  to  recommend  the  grant."  The  same  principle  is  established 
in  The  King  v.  Wheeler,  2  B.  &  Aid.  345,  and  The  King  v.  MeUalf,  2  Staik. 
N.  P.  C.  249.  The  point  was  much  considered  in  Sturz  y,  DeLa  Bue^ 
5  Russ.  322,  where  Lord  Lyvdburst,  C,  says :  <«  The  description  in  the 

(a)  And  see  Thi  Earl  of  Kent'i  mw,  H.  21  £.  s/fo.  47,  pi.  68;  Fitz.  Abr.  tit  TVowrt,  pL 
4r;  4  M.  &  6. 1030,  a  (a),  and  (b). 
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patent  must  unquestionably  give  some  idea,  and,  so  far  as  it  goes,  a  true^ 
idea,  of  the  alleged  invention,  though  the  specification  may  be  brought  in 
aid  to  explain  it.''    Here,  the  title  gives  no  idea  whatever  of  the  alleged 
iaventbn,  if  it  consist  in  the  vibratory  motion  only.     Then,  the  specifica- 
tion, is  bad,  for  not  sufficiently  dbtinguishing  between  what  was  old  and 
*wbat  new.    In  Carpenter  v.  Smithy  1  Webster,  P.  C.  530,  Lord    r«g|3 
Abingkr  says :  « It  is  required,  as  a  condition  of  every  patent, 
that  the  patentee  shall  set  forth  in  his  specification  a  true  account  and  de* 
scription  of  his  patent  or  invention ;  and  it  is  necessary  in  that  specifica* 
tbn  that  be  should  state  what  his  invention  is,  what  he  claims  to  be  new, 
and  what  he  admits  to  be  old ;  for,  if  the  specification  states  simply  the 
whole  machinery  which  he  uses,  and  which  he  wishes  to  introduce  into 
use,  and  claims  the  whole  of  that  as  new,  and  does  not  state  that  he  claims ' 
dther  any  particular  part,  or  the  combination  of  the  whole,  as  new,  his 
patent  must  be  taken  to  be  a  patent  for  the  whole,  and  for  each  paticular 
part,  and  his  patent  will  be  void,  if  any  particular  part  turns  out  to  be  (dd, 
or  the  combination  itself  not  new."    So,  in  Macfarlane  v.  Pricef  1  Stark. 
N.  P.  C.  199,  it  was  held,  that,  in  the  specification  of  a  patent  for  an 
improved  instrument,  it  is  essential  to  point  out  precisely  what  is  new  and 
what  is  old,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  give  a  general  description  of  the 
construction  of  the  instrument,  without  making  such  distinction,  although 
a  plate  is  annexed,  containing  a  detached  and  separate  representation  of 
the  parts  in  which  the  improvement  consists.    And  Lord  Ellenborougb 
said :  «« The  patentee,  in  his  specification,  ought  to  infiMrm  the  person  who 
consults  it,  what  is  new  and  what  is  old.     He  diould  say,  my  improve* 
ment  consists  in  this — describing  it  by  words,  if  he  can,  or,  if  not,  by 
reference  to  figures.    But,  here,  the  improvement  is  neither  described  in 
words  nor  by  figures ;  and  it  would  not  be  in  the  wit  of  man,  unless  he 
were  previously  acquainted  with  the  construction  of  the  instrument,  to  say 
what  was  new  and  what  was  old.    The  specification  states,  that  the  im* 
proved  instrument  is  made  in  manner  following:  this  is  not  true ;  since 
the  description  ^comprises  that  which  is  old,  as  well  as  that  vtbich    r*5)4 
is  new.    Then,  it  is  said,  that  the  patentee  may  put  in  aid  the 
figures ;  but,  how  can  it  be  collected  firom  the  whole  of  these  in  what  the 
improvement  consists  ?    A  person  ought  to  be  warned  by  the  specification 
tgaiast  the  use  of  the  particular  invention ;  but  it  would  exceed  the  virit 
Qf  man  to  discover  from  what  he  is  warned  in  a  case  like  this."    Here, 
the  evidence  shows,  that,  to  a  certain  point,  the  machinery  was  confessedly 
old :  and  the  wit  of  the  witnesses  was  severely  taxed,  to  state  where  the 
novelty  commenced ;  no  two  of  them  precisely  agreeing  in  the  construe* 
tion  they  put  upon  the  specification.    In  the  recent  case  of  7%e  Queen  v« 
'^^^tc^,  Hindmareh  on  Patents,  186,  Lord  Demmav  adopted  the  view  taken 
by  Lord  £ixehbobough  in  Macfarlane  v.  Price.     In  Bmnll  v.  Jtfaotv, 
2  Marsh.  211,  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  person  obtains  a  patent  for  a  mar 
^hiae  copsisting  of  an  entirely  new  combination  of  parts,  though  all  the 
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^Hl3  tnsiy  hute  bete  \X9ltA  setiaretely  in  former  machines,  ttie  sp^lcadMi 
1(1  corret^t  in  tettil^  out  the  whole  as  the  invention  of  the  patented:  but 
^at,  if  a  c6mbinatioii  of  a  certain  UBmbef  of  those  parts  has  prefioualj 
exifitedy  up  tt>  a  certain  point,  in  former  machines,  th6  patentee  ttierdj 
adding  othef  <^otnbinations,  the  specification  should  only  state  such  impit>^e* 
ments,  though  the  efleot  produced  be  dUl^rent  throughout.  That  is  pte- 
cisely  this  case.  Again,  in  jfiBtt  v.  Thnnpsm^  8  Taunt.  375,  t  J.  B.  Hoo^, 
4S4,  Dallas,  C.  J.,  I^aid :  uThis,  like  any  other  patent,  must  tmdoubtediy , 
stand  on  the  ground  6f  improvement  or  discovery.  If  of  improvement,  h 
must  stand  on  the  grouttd  ot  improvement  hvented ;  if  of  discovery,  it 
diust  stated  on  the  gtound  of  the  dkroovery  of  something  altogether  iiew: 
Ohi  the  jjHiient  muMi  dkHngukh,  mid  adapi  itself  aceardingtf.  If  the 
*5l51  P"'^^^  ^  taken  out  for  discovety,  *when  the  alleged  discovery  is 
6i6rely  an  addition  or  improvement,  it  is  scarcely  neceSsafy  to 
dbaeiVe  that  it  will  be  altogedler  void»*'  The  last  ground  of  ezceptioil  is, 
that  th«  lord  chief  justice  ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  that  inasmuch 
as  the  deeds  of  the  1st  of  May^  1836,  and  the  21st  rf  April,  1840,  vested 
the  lette^patent  in  ttuet  kt  tuoite  than  twelve  persons  as  partners,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  proviso,  the  patent  was  rendered  void.  By  the  first 
deed,  all  tibe  creditors  parties  thereto  became  partners  iii  the  trade  oarried 
on  by  Brid^tt,  diaring  the  profits^  and  covenanting  to  contribute  to  bssesv 
and  it  appears  that  the  consideration  for  iht  assignnient  of  Latham^s  share 
cf  the  patent,  was  money  vested  in  the  trustees  under  that  deed. 

Sir  T.  Wildei  Serjt.,  (with  whom  wete  Cftomphn  and  ^tABr^)for  th« 
defendants  in  error.  Hie  bill  of  exceptions  does  not,  as  it  Ought  to  do, 
s&bw  hdw  iht  lord  cinef  justice  did  direct  the  jury ;  it  merely  states  that 
he  declined  td  direct  them  in  a  particular  Way.  But,  assuming  that  th^ 
exceptions  are  suiEcienfly  formal,  the^e  is  bo  ground  whatever  for  eitfitf 
of  them^  With  respect  to  the  deed  of  May,  1S35,  there  dearly  is  nothing 
therein  td  vitiate  of  in  any  way  affect  this  patent.  The  question  is^ 
whether,  Where  the  eSeCts  of  a  trader  are  assigned  for  the  benefit  of  his 
oreditors,  the  trad^  to  be  carried  on  and^  fte  inspection  of  trustees,  and 
the  profits  applied  in  liquldatioil  of  the  debts,  Uie  creditors  become  jNiflficfi 
iHtfaifl  ih^  fAeaning  of  the  proviso  in  the  letters-patent  i  The  Wfaote  scope 
alld  object  of  the  deed  was  to  ptovide  a  fund  for  the  payment  of  die  debts 
by  instalm«iitil.  The  covenant  for  indemaiiying  the  trustees  does  not 
oonstitute  suish  a  mutual  participation  of  loases  as  to  make  them  pittta^rs.- 
The  parties  to  this  deed  are  no  more  paHnets  in  the  concern,  than  tb^ 
^5161  ^^^^^^^  °^^'  ^  batikifuptey  ate.  [PAsks,  B.  At  the  *ttost,  tfa# 
*  ^^itors  ean  have  only  a  mortgage  upon  die  profits  of  thd  tratte 
to  the  Mnount  of  their  respective  debts.  The  general  body  of  i^Mditoii 
Wdutd  not  be  responsible  t6  persons  fiirnisbtog  goods  to  tb^  coocera.} 
Qtearty  not.  They  are  not  caft^ng  on  th«  business  for  gnitt,  but  ttcr^ 
wn  II  m0ie  tf  obtaining  payment  of  their  debts. 

PAmt,  B«    If  we  were  called  npoii  Id  deolda  this  pointy  we  M  «i^ 
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agveed  that  we  riioald  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  there  is  no  assign- 
nent  of  the  benefit  of  the  patent,  to,  or  in  trust  for,  more  than  twelve  pei»- 
S0BS»  as  partners  within  the  terms  of  the  proviso  in  question.  But  the 
ferm  of  the  exception,  we  think,  predudes  us  from  entertaining  it. 

Sir  71  WUdBf  Serjt.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  court  is  to  construe 
die  specification*  But,  in  all  cases  of  mechanical  invention,  there  will  be 
mach  that  mast  be  the  subject  of  evidence.  The  exception  here,  is,  that 
the  lord  chief  justice  declined  to  adopt  a  form  of  direction  suggested  to 
Mm  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  quite  independent  of  the  evidence.  All 
tfast  the  law  requires  in  a  specification  is  a  band  fide  description  of  the 
sUeged  inventbn,  that  may  be  intelligible  to  persons  having  reasonaUe. 
sldM  and  knowledge  of  the  subject.  [Pabke»  B.  The  language  of  the 
specification  must  be  read  in  a  spirit  of  candour,  and  not  with  a  pre- 
determination to  find  fault  with  it.]  It  is  impossible  to  read  this  spe- 
cification in  that  spirit,  without  coming  to  the  conclusion  to  which 
all  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  scientific  as  well  as  practical,  came,  viz. 
that  the  claim  of  the  patentees  was  for  the  diagonal  or  vibratory  motion 
only. 

WAsteTy  in  reply.  A  refusal  on  the  part  of  a  judge  to  direct  in  a  way 
in  which  he  is  bound  in  point  of  law  to  ^direct  is  a  misdirection,  r 4151 7 
[Pabke,  B.  That  which  you  complain  of  here  is  a  non-direction, 
which  clearly  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  a  bill  of  exceptions.  You 
do  not  tell  us  what  the  chi^f  justice  told  the  jury.]  The  whole  bill  of 
exceptions  would  be  insensible,  unless  the  direction  was  that  the  vibratory 
motion  was  the  only  invention  claimed.  That  clearly  was  wrong :  jfor, 
the  specification  throughout  professes  to  claim  in  respect  of  improvements, 
in  machinery  or  apparatus  for  three  several  objects,  the  stretching,  Ae 
drying,  and  the  finishing  of  woven  fabrics.  [Parke,  B.  The  real  ques*' 
tbn  is,  whether  the  specification  claims  the  whole  combined  machinery, 
dr  only  that  part  of  it  which  the  defendant  below  infringed.*  The  addition 
of  the  vibratory  motion  might  be  the  subject  of  a  patent:  and  you  have 
M,  excepted,  on  the  ground  that  the  claiita  for  the  vibratory  motion,  by 
toy  means,  is  too  general.]    The  second  exception  covefs  that. 

Parke,  B.  We  all  are  of  opinion  that  the  form  in  which  the  exceptions 
in  this  case  are  taken,  precludes  us  from  giving  judgtnent  fof  the  plaintiff 
IB  error,  even  if  we  should  think  the  argument  urged  on  his  behalf  well 
fimnded.  It  is  misdirection,  and  not  non-direction,  th^t  is  the  proper 
subject  of  a  bill  of  exceptions.  We  think,  however,  that,  if  the  exccptlcms 
had  been  strictly  formal,  they  would  not  have  availed :  for,  it  seems  to  vA 
that  the  specification  does  not  claim  the  whole  machine,  but  ohly  ftat 
part  of  it  which  relates  to  the  vibratory  motion.  The  patentees  begin  by 
describing  their  improvements  to  consist  in  a  novel  arrangement  ^f 
SMchanlsm  for  the  purpose  (rf  stretching,  dtying,  and  finishing  woven  fiib- 
VKi.  They  afterwards  go  o*  to  explain  their  mode  of  conducting  thcL 
^P^ntba^  endettdy  leferring  to  some  known  mode  of  stretching  and  dry*'. 
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*5181  ^"^  ^^^^  *  ^°^'  towards  the  close  they  remark  that  they  are  *a\vate 
that  many  simple  contriyances  might  be  devised  for  eflfecting  die 
object  of  their  improvements,  viz.  giving  vibratory  motion  to  the  selvages 
of  the  cloth^  for  the  purposes  above  stated :  but,  they  go  on  to  say  <<a8  it 
is  not  practicable  to  describe  every  possible  method  in  detail,  we  desire  it 
to  be  understood  that  any  mode  even  of  moving  one  side  or  selvage  of  the 
cloth  whilst  the  other  remains  stationary,  we  shall  consider  to  be  an  eTa* 
sive  imitation  of  our  invention,  if  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  the  threads 
into  diagonal  positions  by  mechanical  means  instead  of  manual  labour.'' 
The  beginning  and  the  end  of  the  specification,  it  is  true,  rather  bear  the 
aspect  of  claiming  the  machinery  for  the  whole  process.  But,  taking  the 
specification  altogether,  and  giving  its  words  a  fair  and  reasonable  inter- 
pretation, it  seems  to  be  obvious  that  the  patentees  only  claim  as  their 
invention  those  improvements  on  the  old  machine  that  give  the  vibrating 
motion  to  the  fabric  while  in  the  course  of  drying.  Such  being  our  opia* 
ion,  an  application  for  leave  to  amend  the  bill  of  exceptions  would  not 
avail.  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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BRANDAO  V.  BARNETT  and  Others.    Aug.  28. 

Tlie  general  lien  of  bankers  on  securities  of  their  customers  deposited  with  theni}  is  part  of 
the  law  merchant,  and  to  be  taken  judicial  notice  of  as  such. 

A-  bought  on  account  of  B.,  and  with  B.'s  money,  certain  exchequer  bills  which  A.  deporii- 
ed  in  a  box  that  he  kept  at  his  bankers',  himself  retaining  the  key.     Wheneyer  it  became 

'  neeessaxy  to  receive  the  interest  on  die  exchequer  bills  and  to  exchange  them  ibr  new 

,  ones,  A.  was  in  the  habit  of  taking  diem  out  of  the  box  and  giving  them  to  the  bankers  for 
that  purpose  (such  being  the  usual  course  of  business;)  which  being  accomplished,  the 
new  exchequer  bills  were,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be,  handed  over  to  and  k)cked 
up  by  A.  in  the  box,  the  amount  of  interest  received  by  the  bankers  being  passed  to  the 
credit  of  A.'s  account  The  exchequer  bills  themselves  were  never  entered  to  A*8  sc- 
count,  nor  had  the  bankers  any  notice  or  knowledge  that  they  were  not  the  property  of 

'   A.  himself. 

On  the  1st  of  December,  J  836,  A.  took  the  exchequer  bills  out  of  the  box,  and  diinertitkm 
to  the  bankertf  for  the  purpote  of  recewing  the  interest  and  exchanging  them  fir  new  ontt.  The 
bills  were  accordingly  exchanged;  but  the  new  bills  (A.  being  absent  tntn  business  oo 
aooount  of  illness)  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  bankers  down  to  the  time  of  A'l 
failure,  on  the  23d  of  Januaiy,  1837,  his  account  in  the  mean  time  having  been  considexa* 
bly  overdrawn  :— 

HMi  in  an  action  at  the  suit  of  R,  the  true  owner,  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,)  that  the  bankers  had  no  lien  upon  these  exchequer  bills  for  the  general  balaxioe 
due  to  tliem  from  A.,  although  such  securities  are  transferable  by  delivery;  the  cixcuow 
stances  under  which  they  came  to  dieir  hands  being  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  t 

'.  general  lien. 

'  Trover,  for  exchequer  bills.  Pleas — first,  not  guilty — secondly,  that 
die  plftintiff  was  not  lawfully  possessed  of  the  said  instruments  or  secori- 
ties  for  the  payment  of  money  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  or  any  or 
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either  of  them,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  aUeged — ^thirdly, 
a  special  plea,  in  which  the  defendants,  as.  bankers,  set  up  a  claim,  by 
way  of  lien,  to  retain  the  exchequer  bills  in  question  to  secure  the  balance 
due  to  themfrom  one  Edward  Bum,  trading  under  the  firm  of  James  Burn 
&  Co.,  who  held  them  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintifT. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Guildhall  after  Trini- 
ty term,  1840,  a  verdict  was  *found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  r*52o 
special  case,  with  liberty  to  either  party  to  turn  it  into  a  special 
verdict.  The  case  was  argued  in  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Michael- 
mas term,  1840,  and  judgment  was  given  thereon  for  the  plaintiff.(ii) 
The  special  case  was  afterwards  turned  into  a  special  verdict,  which  was 
in  substance  as  follows : — 

The  plaintiff  is  a  Portuguese  merchant,  who  up  to  the  year  1834  resided 
at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  but  who  in  that  year  returned  to  Portugal,  and  h«is 
since  resided  in  Lisbon  and  other  towns  in  that  country. 

Edward  Bum,  for  many  years  beft>re  and  down  to  his  bankruptcy  heie- 
inafter  mentioned,  resided  in  London,  and  carried  on  business  as  a  mer- 
chant, under  the  firm  of  James  Burn  &  Co.  He  was  the  correspondent 
of  the  plaintiff,  who  from  time  to  time  remitted  bills  of  exchange  and 
money  to  him,  and  employed  him  upon  commission  to  invest  the  proceeds 
in  exchequer  bills.  Bum  was  also  employed  by  other  correspondents  to 
purchase  exchequer  bills  for  them. 

The  defendants  are  bankers  in  London,  in  copartnership,  and  acted  as 
such  for  Bum  for  many  years  before  and  since  the  year  1833,  who  kept 
cash  and  an  account  with  them  under  the  style  or  firm  of  James  Burn 
&Co. 

The  action  is  brought  to  recover  twenty-one  exchequer  bills,  amounting 
in  value  to  10,100/.,  and  interest.  These  exchequer  bills  were  received 
by  the  defendants  in  exchange  for  the  same  number  of  exchequer  bills, 
which  had  been  purchased  by  Bum  for  the  plaintiff  in  manner  above  men- 
tioned, and  which  came  into  the  possession  of  the  defendants  as  herein- 
after stated ;  and  the  defendants  claimed  a  right  to  hold  the  exchequ<er 
bills  in  question  in  respect  of  a  debt  due  from  Burn  to  them,  hereinafter 
particularly  mentioned. 

•The  government  pay  the  interest  upon  exchequer  bills  at  certain     r»5oi 
periods  announced  to  the  public  by  advertisement;  and,  when 
such  interest  is  paid,  the  exchequer  bills  in  respect  of  whicbit  is  paid  are 
delivered  up,  and,  unless  their  amount  be  applied  for  in  money,  new.  exche- 
quer bills  are  issued  to  the  holder  in  exchange  for  them. 

Burn  received  the  interest  payable  upon  the  exchequer  brli^)  and  ex- 
changed the  old  exchequer  bills  for  new  ones,  when  necessary,  having 
orders  in  that  behalf  so  to  do  from  the  above-named  plaintiff.  The  defend- 
ants never  received  any  information  from  Bum,  of  any  transaction  between 
aim  and  the  plaintiff.    Burn,  from  time  to  time,  from  May,  1832,  and  sub- 

(a)  See  BrtmdOd.T.  Bmmett,  1  M.  &  6. 908, 2  Scott,  N.  R.  06. 
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.  sequently,  received  from  tbe  plaintiff,  then  abroad,  as  agent  for  him,  (tke 

plaintiff,)  orders  to  purchase  exchequer  bills  with  the  moneys  of  theplaiA- 

tifT  in  the  hands  of  Burn.     Burn,  on.  occasion  of  purchasing  exchequer 

bills  for  the  plaintiiT,  communicated  that  fact  to  him. 

In  the  course  of  the  correspondence^  in  a  letter  from  the  plaintiff  to  Bum, 

.  dated  the  12th  of  April,  1834,  written  from  Rio  de  Janeiro,  at  the  time 
when  the  plaintiflf  was  about  to  quit  that  place  for  Lisbon,  and  received 
by  Burn,  there  is  contained  as  follows : — « I  hope  you  will  inform  my  attor* 
ney  (meaning  his  brother,  whom  he  had  appointed  his  attorney  at  Rio  de 
Janeiro)  of  the  names  of  the  bankers  in  whose  house  the  exchequer  bilb 
on  my  account  have  been  deposited."  To  which  Burn,  by  a  letter  dated 
the  2d  of  July,  addressed  and  sent  to  and  received  by  the  plaintiflT,  replied 
as  follows : — «  All  the  exchequer  bills  which  we  have  bought  by  your  order 
and  for  your  account,  you  judge  right,  are  deposited  for  greater  security  in 
the  hands  of  our  bankers,  as  we  advised  you.     They  are  entirely  at  our 

.  order,  which  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  exchanging  them  for  others 
*5221  ^^^U  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  advertisied  to  the  public  *that  the  interest  b  to  be 
paid,  which  payment  cannot  be  received  without  delivering  op 
the  bills  upon  which  the  interest  is  due,  when  you  receive  other  bills  for 
the  same  amount ;  for  which  reason,  it  cannot  be  of  any  service  to  yoo 
knowing  the  names  of  our  bankers."  The  name  of  Bum*s  bankers  never 
was  communicated  to  the  plaintiiT. 

Between  May,  1832,  and  December,  1836,  Bum,  in  pursuance  of  express 
orders  to  that  effect  given  to  Burn  by  the  plaintiff,  with  funds  supplied  bj 
the  plaintiff,  and  obtained  by  payment  of  the  interest  on  exchequer  bills, 
purchased,  by  the  order  of  the  plaintiff,  in  manner  above  mentioned, 
exchequer  bills  to  the  amount  of  30,400/.  The  exchequer  bills  were  par- 
chased  by  Burn  through  a  broker,  the  broker  dealing  with  Burn  as  a  prio- 
cipal,  and  not  knowing  on  whose  account  they  were  bought. 

The  special  verdict  then  set  out  the  form  of  the  bought  notesi  and  the 
particulars  of  all  the  exchequer  bills  so  purchased  by  Burn  on  account  of 
the  plaintiff. 

The  defaidants  were  Bum's  bankers ;  and  Burn  kept  several  tin  boxes 
at  the  banking-house  of  the  defendants,  in  which  he  deposited  the  securities 
which  he  had  purchased  for  his  different  corre^ndents,  aud  among  those 
boxes  was  one  in  which  he  deposited  the  exchequer  bills  purcnased  ftr 
the  plaintiff.  Btmfi  kept  the  key  of  those  boxes^  and  no  other  securitiesi 
except  some  exchequer  bills,  were  kept  in  the  box  in  which  they  were  kept 
It  is  the  custom  of  hankers^  in  the  course  of  their  trade  as  such^  to  recast 
(the  interest  upon  exchequer  bills  far  their  customers ^  and  to  exchange  tk 

'  ^exchequer  bUls  when  such  interest  is  paid.    Burn  had,  on  various  occasions 

.  (piior  to  December,  1836,  requested  the  defendants  to  receive  the  intere^ 

•«poii  .the  exchequer  bills  so  purchased  as  aforesaid^  and  also  to  receive  tbe 

^•0«^     new  exchequerbills  issued  in  exchange  for  the  former.    Upon^sad'. 

^    occasions.  Burn  went  to  the  banking-house  with  the  key  of  the 

/ 
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tin  bpx,  took  out  of  the  box  such  of  the  exchequer  bills  as  were  wanted 
for  that  purpose,  and  delivered  them  to  the  defendants,  requesting  them 
to  receive  the  interest  and  to  exchange  the  exchequer  bills.  Bum  gene- 
rally received  from  the  defendants  the  new  exchequer  bills  within  a  week 
or  a  fortnight  after  they  were  so  exchanged ;  having  on  one  occasion  only 
left  them  in  their  hands  for  a  considerable  time :  but  Burn  was  not  parti- 
cular as  to  the  time.  Bum  then  deposited  the  new  exchequer  bills  in  the 
said  tin  box. 

The  defendants  gave  credit  to  Bum,  in  his  account  with  them,  for  the 
interest  received  by  them  on  the  exchequer  bills,  and  such  interest  formed 
part  of  the  cash  balance  to  Burn^s  credit  with  the  bankers. 

On  one  occasion  before  December,  1836,  (but  at  what  particular  time 
cannot  be  ascertained,)  Bum  delivered  a  number  of  exchequer  bills  to  the 
defendants  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  interest  and  exchanging  the  bills, 
as  usual,  but  did  not  ask  the  defendants  for  the  exchanged  bills  for  one  or 
two  months ;  but  afterwards,  having  occasion  for  part  of  such  bills,  applied 
for  them,  and  the  defendants  said  they  had  rather  Burn  would  take  the 
whole  of  them,  which  Burn  accordingly  did,  and  locked  them  up. 

In  November,  1836,  Bum  held  exchequer  bills,  so  as  aforesaid  purchased 
with  the  money  of  die  plaintiff,  to  the  amount  of  30,400/.,  and  which  were 
locked  up  in  the  tin  box  at  the  defendants',  along  with  two  others  belong- 
ing to  another  correspondent  of  Burn  named  Abreu ;  and,  in  pursuance 
of  an  order  from  the  plaintiff.  Bum,  in  his  own  name  as  principal,  sold 
part  of  those  exchequer  bills,  through  a  broker  who  knew  him  only  in  the 
transaction,  to  the  amount  of  10,800/.  The  proceeds  of  the  exchequer 
bills,  when  sold,  were  paid  by  the  broker  to  Burn,  in  checks  payable  to  Burn, 
who  *paid  them  to  the  defendants,  as  his  bankers,  to  his  account,  ^ma 
as  his  own  money ;  and  they  formed  part  of  his  cash  balance  to 
his  credit  with  the  defendants ;  and  Bum,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  from 
the  plaintiff,  remitted  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  by  bills  to  the  brother 
of  the  plaintiff  in  Lisbon.  By  the  execution  of  the  above  order,  the 
amount  of  exchequer  bills  so  as  aforesaid  purchased  with  the  plaintiff^s 
funds,  was  reduced  to  19,600/.  Of  these  exchequer  biQs,  9500/.  were 
delivered  by  Bum  to  Offley  &  Co. ;  and  there  were  dien  left  in  Bum's 
hands  exchequer  bills,  so  purchased  as  aforesaid  with  At  money  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  the  value  of  10,100/.,  and  the  renewals  of  which  are  the  exche- 
qoer  bills  sou^t  to  be  recovered  in  this  action. 

In  December,  1836,  an  advertisement  appeared,  announcing  that,  the 
interest  would  be  paid  upon  a  certain  class  of  exchequer  bills,  including 
all  those  in  the  tin  box,  and  the  exchequer  bills  changed  for  new  ones  on 
the  15th  of  that  month. 

On  or  about  the  1st  of  the  same  month  of  December,  Bum  went  to  die 
banking*hoQse  of  the  defendants,  and,  whilst  alone,  took  from  the  box  the 
said  exchequer  bills,  and  brought  and  delivered  them  to  one  of  the  defend* 
utB,.  and  requested  him  to  get  them  exchanged.    The  defendants  pro* 
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cured  the  exchequer  bills  to  be  exchanged  for,  and  at  the  instance  of,  Burn. 
One  of  the  exchequer  bills  so  delivered  in  exchange  to  the  defendants  ivas 
in  the  following  form,  and  was  issued  under  an  act  of  parliament  made 
and  passed  in  the  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  113,  intituled,  &c.: — 

«  No.  8551.  jeiOOO.  By  virtue  of  an  act,  6°  ct  7^  Gulielmi  4^  Regis, 
for  raising  the  sum  of  14,007,950/.  by  exchequer  bills,  for  the  service  of 

the  year  1836-7,  this  bill  entitles ,  or  order,  to  one  thousand 

pounds,  and  interest  after  the  rate  of  two  pence  half-penny  per  centum  per 
*5251  ^^^^'  payable  out  of  the  first  aids  *or  supplies  to  be  granted  in 
the  next  session  of  parliament ;  and  this  bill  is  to  be  current  and 
pass  in  any  of  the  public  revenues,  aids,  taxes,  or  supplies,  or  to  tbe 
account  of  his  majesty's  Exchequer  at  the  Bank  of  England,  after  tbe 
fifth  day  of  April,  1837.  Dated,  at  the  Exchequer,  this  19th  day  of 
December,  1836. 

<«  J.  Newport. 

« If  the  blank  is  not  filled  up,  this  bill  will  be  paid  to  bearer. 

"The  checks  must  not  be  cut  off." 

The  other  exchequer  bills  were  in  the  same  form,  six  of  them  being  for 
1000/.  each,  and  numbered  8552 — 7,  four  of  them  for  500/.  each,  and 
numbered  2467 — 70,  one  for  200/.,  numbered  1213,  and  nine  for  100/. 
each,  numbered  5012 — 20.  The  blanks  in  the  bills  had  not  been  filled 
up ;  and  they  were  secutities  payable  to  hearer^  and  transferable  by  delivery. 

The  defendants,  on  the  20th  of  December,  delivered  up  the  bills  so 
received  from  Burn,  obtained  the  interest  due  upon  them,  and  the  new 
exchequer  bills  in  exchange,  which  they  have  ever  since  held  in  their 
possession.  These  new  bills  are  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action. 
[The  particulars  of  them  were  set  out.] 

At  the  time  Burn  delivered  the  exchequer  bills  to  the  defendants,  he 
was  unwell,  and  within  a  few  days  afterwards  became  worse ;  and,  on 
account  of  his  illness,  was  absent  from  his  counting-house  three  or  four 
w;eeks,  at  his  house  at  Roehampton ;  and  he  was  not  during  that  period  in 
town  above  three  times,  until  his  subsequent  failure  in  business,  which 
took  place  on  the  23d  of  January,  1837.  Burn  during  this  period  was 
unable  to  attend  to  his  business,  except  on  particular  occasions ;  but  he 
communicated  with  his  clerks  when  any  thing  was  wanted.  He  was  in- 
formed of  the  state  of  his  cash  at  his  bankers',  and  he  signed  checks  and 
^5261  ^^^^P^^^  ^^^^^  when  necessary ;  and  letters  were  from  time  to  'time 
brought  to  him  to  read  and  sign ;  and  he  was  informed  of  the  paj- 
ments  made  to  the  defendants  on  his  account,  and  by  the  defendants  for 
him.  Burn  was  in  town  upon  one  or  two  occasions  between  the  time  of 
the  delivery  of  the  .exchequer  bills  to  the  defendants  and  his  stopping  paj- 
ment.  One  time  was  two  or  three  days  before  the  14th  of  January ;  and 
he  never  was  at  the  banking-house  of  the  defendants,  nor  had  any  com- 
munication  wht^^ever  with  them,  except  that  during  the  interval  Bum 
desired  his  clerk  to  procure  from  the  defendants  the  particulars  of  ^H  ^^ 
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exchequer  bills  received  in  exchange  for  those  given  by  him  lo  be  ex-    I 
changed ;  and  the  defendants  furnished  to  the  clerk  a  paper  containing 
the  particulars  (which  were  set  out)  of  twenty-three  exchequer  bills,  in  the 
whole  amounting  to  11,300/. 

Two  of  those  exchequer  bills  were  received  in  exchange  for  the  two 
bills  which  belonged  to  Abreu.  The  remainder  of  the  exchequer  bills  set 
forth  were  received  in  exchange  for  those  purchased  as  aforesaid  with 
the  moneys  of  the  plaintiff:  the  defendants  were  not  aware  of  any  dis- 
tinction between  them,  or  that  they  did  not  belong  to  Bum. 

Bum  never  overdrew  his  bankers'  account  but  once ;  and  that  occurred 
a  considerable  time  before  the  year  1837,  and  by  mistake,  to  the  extent 
of  about  100/. ;  and  at  that  time  the  defendants  had  not  any  exchequer 
bills  in  their  bands  so  purchased  by  Burn  for  his  correspondents.  [The 
special  verdict  then  set  forth  the  daily  state  of  Burn's  account  with  the 
defendants,  from  the  26th  of  November,  1836,  until  he  stopped  payment, 
on  the  23d  of  January,  1837.] 

Bum  occasionally  resorted  to  the  tin  boxes  which  he  kept  at  the  de- 
fendants', and  in  which  he  deposited  the  securities  of  his  foreign  corre- 
spondents ;  and  the  defendants  have  sometimes  been  present,  and  general 
'conversation  has  passed  between  the  defendants  and  Bum ;  but  r*527 
the  only  conversation  that  ever  occurred  respecting  the  foreign 
securities  took  place  some  time  before  the  deliver}'  of  the  exchequer  bills 
in  question,  when,  being  then  engaged  in  looking  over  the  foreign  secu- 
rities in  some  of  the  boxes,  and  the  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  being 
present.  Burn  observed  to  one  of  the  defendants  that  the  foreign  securities 
were  very  troublesome,  or  that  it  was  troublesome  to  have  so  many  foreign 
securities,  llie  foreign  securities  referred  to  were  Brazilian,  Portuguese, 
and  Dutch  bonds,  and  the  like.  There  were  no  foreign  securities  in  the 
box  in  which  the  exchequer  bills  were  deposited. 

It  was  Burn's  course  of  business  to  make  his  bills  payable  at  the  de- 
fendants', who  had  been  his  bankers  for  many  years,  which  bills  the  de- 
fendants paid  at  maturity,  having  always  funds  of  Burn's  in  their  hands 
for  that  purpose,  except  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  Burn  also  drew 
checks  upon  the  defendants,  as  his  bankers,  in  the  usual  way,  and  which 
they  paid  according  to  the  usual  course<of  business.  On  the  21st  of  Jan- 
uary, there  were  bills  of  exchange  outstanding,  accepted  by  Bum,  and 
made  payable,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  business,  at  the  defendants' 
banking-house,  to  the  amount  of  4808/.  10^.  7c{.,  and  which  became  due 
on  that  day.  [The  particulars  were  set  out.]  The  said  bills  were  pre- 
sented for  payment  at  the  defendants',  and  paid  by  them  in  the  usual 
course  of  banking  business. 

The  balance  upon  Burn's  account,  on  the  morning  of  that  day,  viz.  the 
21st  of  January,  amounted  to  1596/.  lis. ;  but  by  the  payment  of  the  said 
bills,  that  sum  was  absorbed,  and  the  balance  turned  against  him,  and  in 
&vour  of  the  defendants,  to  the  amount  of  3211/.  I9s.  Id.;  and  Burn 

2£ 
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upoD  that  day  was,  and  still  is,  indebted  to  the  defendants  in  the  said  sum 
of  3211/.  19^.  7(f.,  on  his  banking  account, — for  which  sum  the  defend- 
*52S1     ^^^^  insist  upon  their  right  to  hold  possession  of  the  exchequer  *bills 
sought  to  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  action. 

The  special  verdict  then  set  out  a  formal  demand  and  refusal,  and  con* 
eluded  in  the  usual  way. 

Judgment  having  been  entered  up  for  the  plaintiff  below  upon  this 
special  verdict,  the  defendants  below  brought  a  writ  of  error.  The  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  in  Trinity  vacation,  1843,  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  Common  Pleas;  holding — first,  that  the  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  general  lien  which  bankers  have,  by  the  law-merchant,  on 
the  securities  of  their  customers  in  their  hands — secondly,  th9t  the  ex- 
chequer bills  in  question,  having  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  at 
hankers^  in  the  usual  coarse  of  their  business,  were  subject  to  such  general 
lien.(a) 

.  Upon  this  judgment,  the  defendant  in  error  (plaintiff  below)  brought  a 
writ  of  error  returnable  in  parliament:  and  the  case  was  argued  on  the 
25th  of  February,  and  the  3d,  9th,  and  10th  of  March  last. 

Sir  T.  WUdCj  Serjt.,  W.  H.  WiUson,  and  JIf.  Smith,  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  admitted  that  bankers  have  a  general  lien  on  the  securities,  hdong- 
ing  to  their  customers,  deposited  with  them,  to  secure  their  general  bal- 
ance ;  but  insisted  that  such  lien  extended  only  to  securities  coming  to 
their  hands  as  bankers,  and  did  not  extend  to  securities  belonging  to  third 
persons,  or  deposited  merely  for  safe  custody — citing  Rushforth  v.  HaA- 
field,  7  East,  224 ;  Oppenheim  v.  Russell,  3  B.  &  P.  42 ;  Lucas  v.  Darrim^ 
7  Taunt.  278,  1  J.  B.  Moore,  29 ;  and  Leuckhart  v.  Cooper,  3  N.  C.  99, 

3  Scx>tt,  521 ;  and  that  the  special  verdict  showed  that  the  deposit  in  this  case 
was  not  a  deposit  of  exchequer  bills  with  the  defendants  as  Bum*8  bankers, 
*5291    ^^^^  ^  ^^^  'deposit  of  the  box  in  which  they  were  contained,  fi>r  safe 

custody,  like  an  ordinary  deposit  of  plate  or  jewels  in  a  chest  or  box. 

The  following  cases  were  cited  in  the  course  of  die  argument : — Krvgtr 

V.  Wilcox,  Ambler,  252 ;  Drinkwater  v.  Goodunn,  Cowp.  251 ;  CdMu 

v.  Martin,  1  B.  &  P.  648 ;  J>faylor  x.  Mangles,  1  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  109; 

Holdemess  v.  CoUinson,  7  B.  &  C«  212, 1  M.  &  R.  55 ;  Scar/e  v.  Morgan 

4  M.  &  W.  270, 1  Horn  &  H.  292 ;  and  Hewison  v.  Guthrie,  2  N.  C. 
765,  2  Scott,  298. 

Sir  FUzroy  Kelly,  S.  6.,  and  S,  Martin,  for  the  defendants  in  error, 
'  submitted,  that  the  right  of  lien,  as  well  in  the  case  of  bankers  as  io  that 
of  wharfingers  and  factors,  is  matter  of  law,  and,  as  such,  need  not  be 
pleaded  or  proved  in  each  case — Abbott  on  Shipping,  5th  edit.  p.  364;(i) 
JVaylor  v.  Mangles;  that  negotiable  instruments,  like  exchequer  bills,  are 
transferable  by  delivery ;  that  a  banker,  having  bond  fide  received  them 
from  a  customer,  in  the  usual  course  of  bis  business  as  a  banker,  ftod 

(a)  See  Banutt  r.  Brmddo,  6  M.  &  G.  630,  7  Scott,  N.  B.  301. 
(6)  7th  ed.  by  Sexjt  Shee,  p.  511. 
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wtthout  notice  that  they  belong  to  a  third  person,  has  a  valid  lien  upon 
them  for  his  general  balance ;  and  that  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
ezehequer  bills  in  question  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  as  stated 
in  the  special  verdict,  gave  them  a  right  of  lien  thereon :  Davis  v.  Bowsker^ 
5  T.  R.  488 ;  BoUand  v.  Bygrave^  R.  &  M.  27 ;  Jourdaine  v.  Lefevre^ 
1  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  66 ;  Bosanquet  v.  Dudman,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  1 ;  Collins  v. 
MarUn  ;  Wookey  v.  Pole,  4  B.  &  Aid.  1  ;  Vanderzee  v.  Willis^  3  Bro.  Cb. 
C.  21 ;  Stevenson  v.  Blakelock^  1  M.  &  S.  535.  Ck^r.  adv.  vuU. 

*Lord  Campbell.  The  first  question  arising  upon  this  record  r«5QQ 
is,  whether  judicial  notice  is  to  be  taken  of  the  general  lien  of 
bankers  on  securities  of  customers  in  their  hands.  The  exchequer  bills 
for  which  this  action  is  brought  are  found  to  be  the  property  of  the  plain* 
tiflf;  and  the  defendants  rest  on  the  plea, — that  the  plaintiff  was  not  pos- 
sessed, &c.,  claiming  a  lien  for  the  balance  due  to  them  from  Burn. 

The  usage  of  trade  by  which  bankers  are  entitled  to  a  general  lien,  is 
not  found  by  the  specral  verdict ;  and,  unless  we  are  to  take  judicial  notice 
of  it,  the  plaintiff  is  at  once  entitled  to  judgment.  But,  my  lords,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  general  lien  of  bankers  is  part  of  the  law-merchant,  and 
is  to  be  judicially  noticed, — like  the  negotiability  of  bills  of  exchange,  or 
the  days  of  grace  allowed  for  their  payment.  When  a  general  usage  has 
been  judicially  ascertained  and  established,  it  becomes  part  of  the  law- 
merchant,(a)  which  courts  of  justice  are  bound  to  know  and  recognise.(6) 
Such  has  been  the  invariable  understanding  and  practice  in  Westminster 
Hall  for  a  great  many  years ;  there  is  no  decision  or  dictum  to  the  contrary ; 
and  justice  could  not  be  administered,  if  evidence  (6)  were  to  be  given, 
iMts  quotieSy  to  support  such  usages,  an  issue  being  joined  upon  them,  in 
each  particular  case. 

It  is  hardly  disputed,  that,  under  the  plea  of  <<  not  possessed,"  a  lien 
may  be  made  available  as  a  defence  :(c)  and,  therefore,  if  this  special 
verdict  sets  forth  facts  which  show,  that,  by  the  law-merchant,  the  defend- 
ants  have  a  lien  upon  these  exchequer  bills,  the  judgment  in  their  favour 
ought  to  be  affirmed.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  upon  the  facts  found, 
there  was  no  lien,  and  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed. 

*I  do  not,  however,  proceed  upon  the  ground  taken  by  the  court     r»cqi 
of  Common  Pleas, — that,  these  exchequer  bills  being  the  property     ^ 
of  Brandao,  there  was  no  lien  as  against  At/n,  although  there  might  have 
been  as  against  Burn.    I  think  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  con- . 
sider  the  exchequer  bills  as  the  property  of  Bum,  without  any  express 
i^presentation  by  him  to  that  effect.    Exchequer  bills  are  negotiable  se- 
curities passing  by  delivery.     The  holder  of  negotiable  securities  is  to  be 
assumed  to  be  the  owner ;  and  third  persons,  acting  boni  fide^  may  treat) 
^i&  him  as  owner.    It  is  admitted  that  Burn  might  have  effectually  sold' 

• 

(a)  QiMere,  as  to  usages  of  partiadar  trada, 
(6)  See  note  A.  at  the  end  of  this  yolttmei 
(c)  See  Lane  v.TViMOn,  12  A.  &  E.  116,  n^  1  6.  &  D.  584. 
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these  exchequer  bills,  or  pledged  them,  by  ?Ln  express  contract,  without 
any  representation  that  they  were  his  own  property.  But  the  right  ac- 
quired by  a  general  lien,  is  that  of  an  implied  pledge ;  and  where  it  would 
arise, — supposing  the  securiiies  to  be  the  property  of  the  apparent  owner,— 
I  think  it  equally  exists,  the  party  claiming  it  having  acted  with  good  faith, 
although  they  turn  out  to  be  the  property  of  a  stranger.  I  think  that  the 
just  view  was  taken  of  this  point  by  the  judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
and  that  they  were  right  in  holding  the  reasoning  of  the  judges  of  the 
court  of  Common  Pleas  to  be,  in  this  respect,  untenable. 

But,  my  lords,  after  much  anxious  consideration,  I  have  come  to  the 
cdnclusionj  that  the  judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  have  erroneously 
decided  the  question  on  which  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  expressed  no 
opinion ;  and  that  the  facts  found  by  the  special  verdict  would  not  have 
entitled  the  defendants  to  a  lien,  if  the  exchequer  bills  had  been  the  pro- 
perty of  Burn. 

Bankers,  most  undoubtedly,  have  a  general  lien  on  all  securities  depo- 
sited with  them,  as  bankers,  by  a  customer,  unless  there  be  an  express 
contract,  or  circumstances  that  show  an  implied  contract,  inconsistent 
with  lien.  Lord  Kekyon  says,  in  Davis  v.  Bawsfier^  5  T.  R.  491, (a) 
*5321  *^'B^^^^  h^^^  ^  general  lien  on  all  securities  in  their  hands,  for 
their  general  balance,  unless  there  be  evidence  to  show  that  any 
particular  security  was  received  u:  der  special  circumstances  which  would 
take  it  out  of  the  common  rule."  And  Lord  Denman,  in  pronouncing 
this  very  judgment  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  (&)  says:  «« If,  indeed,  there 
had  been  an  agreement,  express  o**  implied,  inconsistent  with  a  right  of 
lien, — as,  to  return  them  absolutely  at  all  events,  to  the  depositor,  at  a 
certain  time, — the  case  would  have  been  different." 

Now,  my  lords,  it  seems  to  me,  that,  in  the  present  case,  there  was  an 
implied  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  inconsistent  with  the 
right  of  lien  which  they  claim.  Your  lordships  will  bear  in  your  recollec- 
tion that  the  exchequer  bills  for  which  this  action  is  brought,  are  the  new 
exchequer  bills,  which  the  defendants  obtained  for  the  express  and  only 
purpose  of  being  delivered  by  them  to  Burn,  that  he  might  deposit  them 
in  the  tin  box  of  which  he  kept  the  key.  They  not  only  were  not  entered 
in  any  account  between  Burn  and  the  defendants,  but  they  were  not  to 
remain  in  the  possession  of  the  defendants ;  and  the  defendants,  in  respect 
of  them,  were  employed  merely  to  carry  and  hold  till  the  deposit  in  the  tin 
box  could  be  conveniently  accomplished.  Whether  this  deposit  was  to  be 
made  the  same  hour  in  which  the  securities  were  obtained  from  the  govern- 
ment, without  even  being  placed  in  a  drawer  belonging  to  the  defendants, 
or  after  the  lapse  of  some  days,  seems  to  me  quite  immaterial,  bearing  in 
mind  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  obtained,  and  for  which  they  re- 
mained in  the  defendants'  possession.    Nor  can  it  make  any  difference. 

(a)  Vide  6  M.&  6. 659(e). 

(6)  6  M.  &G.  670,  7  Scott,N.B  339. 
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tl^it,  on  the  particular  occaf^ioD  out  of  which  this  action  originated,  pa 
account  of  the  illness  of  Burn,  so  long  a  *time  had  elapsed  from  r«5QQ 
the  obtaining  of  the  securities  without  their  being  demanded  by 
him  for  the  purpose  of  being  locked  up  in  the  tin  box :  for,  if  the  defend- 
ants had  not  a  right  of  lien  upon  them  the  moment  they  obtained  them, 
the  actual  lien  clearly  could  not  afterwards  be  claimed,  when  Burn's  ac- 
count had  been  overdrawn.  Nor,  I  presume,  can  any  weight  be  attached 
to  the  circumstance  that  the  tin  box  in  which  the  exchequer  bills  were  to 
be  locked  up,  and  of  which  Burn  kept  the  key,  remained  in  the  house  of 
the  defendants.  Were  not  these  exchequer  bills  obtained  by  the  defend- 
ants to  be  delivered  to  Burn,  who  was  himself  to  be  the  depositary  and 
custodian  of  them  ?  Bankers  have  a  lien  on  all  securities  deposited  with 
them  as  bankers ;  but  these  exchequer  bills  cannot  be  considered  as  depo- 
sited with  the  defendants  as  bankers. 

During  the  argument  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  it  was  very  properly 
admitted  by  Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly,(a)  that,  « if  bills  of  exchange  were  de- 
livered to  a  banker  merely  for  the  purpose  of  being  deposited  in  a  box, 
there  would  be  no  lien.''  Does  it  signify  whether  the  defendants  were  to 
deposit  the  securities  in  the  box  themselves,  or  were  to  deliver  them  for 
(•kat purpose  to  Burn?  I  think,  that,  under  such  circumstances,  bankers 
acquire  no  lien,  either  upon  the  bills  to  be  exchanged,  or  upon  the  bills 
received  in  exchange. 

It  is  hardly  denied,  that,  if  there  had  been  an  express  undertaking  by 
the  defendants — to  exchange  the  bills,  and  to  return  the  new  ones  as  soon 
as  obtained,  to  Burn,  that  he  might  lock  them  up — no  lien  would  have 
been  acquired.  But  the  special  verdict  shows  the  course  of  dealing  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  states  facts  which  raise  an  implied  promise  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  which  operates  as  if  it  were  express.  This  seems 
to  me  to  be  like  the  case  put  of  bank-notes  given  *to  a  banker  to  r«5Q4 
procure  a  bank-post  bill  for  a  customer ;  or  a  promise  by  a  pur- 
chaser to  pay  ready  money ;  which  excludes  set-ofi*.(6}  There  can  be  no 
implied  right  inconsistent  with  a  positive  obligation. 

It  certainly  would  be  most  inconvenient,  if  a  lien  could  be  claimed 
under  such  circumstances;  for,  then,  an  agent  holding  exchequer  bills  for 
another,  could  not,  although  he  should  keep  them  carefully  guarded  under 
lock  and  key,  employ  a  person  to  get  them  exchanged  who  happens  to  be 
a  banker,  lest  he  might,  without  being  aware  that  he  is  acting  improperly, 
commit  a  crime  for  which  he  would  be  liable  to  very  serious  punishment. 

Much  stress  was  laid  upon  the  finding  that  « it  is  the  custom  of  bankers, 
in  the  course  of  their  trade,  as  such,  to  receive  the  interest  upon  ex- 
chequer bills  for  their  customers,  and  to  exchange  the  exchequer  bills 
when  such  interest  is  paid:"  but  there  is  no  finding  that  the  exchequer 
bills  for  which  this  action  is  brought,  and  on  which  the  lien  is  claimed, 

(a)  G  M.  &  G.  652,  7  Soott,  N.  K  321. 

(6)  Sed  vide  Eland  t.  Kwr,  1  East,  375^  Tay&r  r.  Okty,  13  Ves.  180. 
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were  in  the  possession  of  the  defendants  in  the  course  of  their  trade  as 
bankers,  or  that  it  was  their  duty  as  bankers  to  perform  these  offices.  I 
think  the  transaction  is  very  much  like  the  deposit  of  plate,  in  locked 
chests,  at  a  banker's.  A  special  verdict  might  find  that  it  is  the  custom  of 
bankers,  in  the  course  of  their  trade,  as  such,  to  receive  such  deposits  fiom 
tkeir  customers:  but  I  do  not  think,  that,  from  that  finding,  a  general  lien 
could  be  claimed  on  the  plate  chests.  In  both  cases,  a  charge  might  be 
made  by  the  bankers,  if  they  were  not  otherwise  remunerated  for  their 
trouble. 

I  further  beg  leave  to  observe,  that,  in  a  course  of  dealing  like  this, 
where  the  old  exchequer  bills  are  immediately  to  be  delivered  to  the 
government,  and  the  new  exchequer  bills  are  to  be  locked  up  in  the  box 
of  the  customer,  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  the  bankers  will  accept  or 
*5351  P^^  ^^''^  ^^  exchange  for  their  customer  *on  the  credit  of  secari- 
tien  that,  in  the  usual  course  of  dealing,  are  for  so  short  a  time  to 
be  in  their  custody. 

No  reliance,  I  think,  can  be  placed  on  the  circumstance  of  the  interest 
received  on  the  old  exchequer  bills  going  to  the  credit  of  the  account  of 
the  customer;  for,  while  he  gives  the  bankers  the  interest  to  keep  forbim, 
with  one  hand,  he  locks  up  the  new  exchequer  bills  in  his  tin  box,  with 
the  other. 

Upon  the  whole,  my  lords,  I  would  humbly  advise  your  lordships  to 
give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  If  your  lordships  should  concur 
with  me,  this  judgment  will  leave  untouched  the  rule  that  bankers  have  a 
general  lien  on  securities  deposited  with  them  as  bankers,  but  will  pre- 
vent them  from  successfully  claiming  a  lien  on  securities  delivered  to  them 
for  a  special  purpose  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  the  lien  claimed. 

I  move  your  lordships  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  be  reversed. 

Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  My  Lords,  I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinion 
which  has  been  so  clearly  and  so  fully  expressed  by  my  noble  and  learned 
friend.  With  respect  to  some  of  the  points  in  the  case,  no  doubt  whatever 
can  for  a  moment  be  entertained.  I  think  there  is  no  question,  that,  bj 
the  law-merchant,  a  banker  has  a  lien  upon  securities  deposited  with 
him  for  his  general  balance.  I  consider  this  as  part  of  the  established  law 
of  the  country:  the  courts  will  take  notice  of  it;  it  i»not  necessary  to 
plead  it ;  nor  is  it  necessary  that  it  should  be  given  in  evidence  in  the  pa^ 
ticular  instance.  Therefore,  as  to  that  part  of  the  case,  I  think  it  is  en 
tirely  free  from  doubt. 

The  only  question  that  remains  to  be  considered,  is,  whether  the  facts 
of  this  case  bring  this  deposit  within  the  general  rule.  I  think  the  argu- 
ment and  reasoning  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend  are  decisive  on  the 

*5361    *^^^^j^^^  >  ^°^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  '^  ^^^  within  the  general  rule.    The 
^    deposit  in  this  instance  was  not  sach,  under  all  the  circumstances. 
as  to  give  the  bankers  a  lien  upon  the  exchequer  bills.    They  were  de 
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posited  in  a  box :  they  were  kept  under  lock  and  key ;  the  key  was  kept, 
not  by  the  bankers,  but  by  the  party,  Bum^  who  was  holder.  From  time 
to  time,  he  called  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  exchequer  bills  out  of  the 
box,  in  order  that  the  interest  tipoif  then!  might  be  received;  or,  when 
the  bills  were  called  in  by  the  government,  in  order  that  they  might  be 
exchanged  for  others.  .  Burn  himself  attended  on  those  occasions :  he  took 
the  bills  put  of  the  box ;  he  delivered  them  for  that  special  purpose  to  the 
bankers.  They  were  always  returned  almost  immediately.  The  first 
time  he  appeared  at  the  bankers',  after  a  transaction  of  this  kind,  the  ex- 
chequer bills  were  delivered  to  him,  and  they  were  again  put  under  lock 
and  key  in  the  same  place  of  deposit. 

It  is  impossible,  considering  how  this  business  was  carried  on,  that  we 
can  come  to  any  other  conclusion  than  this,  that  it  was  the  understanding 
between  the  parties  that  the  exchequer  bills  were  to  be  returned  after  the 
interest  was  received,  or  after  they  were  exchanged.  If  so,  and  that  was 
the  understanding, — the  fair  inference  from  the  transaction, — it  is  quite 
clear  that  there  could  be  no  lien,  and  that  the  case  does  not  come  within 
the  general  rule.  What  my  noble  and  learned  friend  has  stated,  is,  I 
think,  perfectly  correct,  that,  although  from  the  accidental  circumstance 
of  the  illness  of  Burn,  these  exchequer  bills  happened  to  remain  for  a 
longer  period  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers  than  was  usual,  that  accidental 
circumstance  alone  will  not  vary  the  case,  or  give  the  bankers  a  lien,  if, 
vnder  other  circumstances,  that  lien  would  not  have  attached. 

I  entirely  concur  in  the  judgment  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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MEMORANDA. 
Opehing  of  the  Coubt  to  the  Bar  generally. 

By  the  statute  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  64,  intituled  « An  act  to  extend  to  all 
barristers  practising  in  the  superior  courts  at  Westminster,  the  prinleges 
of  serjeants-at-law  in  the  court  of  Common  Pleas," — reciting  that  « it 
would  tend  to  the  more  equal  distribution,  and  to  the  consequent  despatch, 
of  business  in  the  superior  courts  of  common  law  at  Westminster,  and 
would,  at  the  same  time,  be  greatly  for  the  benefit  of  the  public, (a) 
*5381  *^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  barristers  at  law  to  practise,  plead,  and  to  be  beard, 
^  extended  equally  to  all  the  said  courts ;  but,  by  reason  of  the  ex- 
clusive privilege  of  serjeants-at-law,  to  practise,  plead,  and  have  audience, 
in  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster  during  term  time,  such 
object  cannot  be  effected  without  the  authority  of  parliament" — it  is 
enacted,  «that,  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  all  barristers  at  law, 
according  to  their  respective  rank  and  seniority,  shall  and  may  have  and 
exercise  equal  rights  and  privilege  of  practising,  pleading,  and 'audience, 
in  the  said  court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster  with  the  said  serjeants- 
at-law  ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices  of  the  said  court,  or  any  three 
of  them,— of  whom  the  lord  chief  justice  of  the  said  court  shall  be  one,— 
to  make  rules  and  orders,  and  to  do  all  other  things  necessary,  for  giving 
effect  to  this  enactment." 

(a)  As  to  tbit  preamble,  Bee  note  A.  and  B.  at  the  end  of  YoL  lY.  (M^  6.  k  S.) 
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Regulation  as  to  Order  of  moving  on  the  last  Day  of  Term. 

On  the  last  daj  of  this  term,  the  lord  chief  justice  intimated  to  the  bar, 
that,  in  future,  he  would,  on  the  last  day  of  term,  call  upon  the  gentlemen 
m  the  back  row  to  move  first,  as  was  the  practice  in  the  other  courts 

Obituary  and  Promotions. 

On  tne  3d  of  July  last.  Sir  Thomas  Wilder  Knight,  Q.  S.,  was  appointed 
her  majesty^s  attorney-general,  and  John  Jervis^  Esq.,  of  the  Middle 
Temple,  Q.  C,  her  majesty's  solicitor-general,  upon  the  respective  resigna- 
tions of  Sir  Frederick  Thesiger^  Knight,  and  Sir  Filzroy  Kelly^  Knight. 

On  the  6th  of  July,  the  Right  Hon.  Sir  Jfkolas  Caningham  Tindalf 

Knight,  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  her  majesty's  court  of  Common  Pleas,  died 
at  Folkestone. 

Sir  Thomas  WUde^  Knight,  was  on  the  7th  appointed,  and  on  the  1 1th 
sworn.  Lord  Chief  *Justice  of  the  court  of  Common  Pleas ;  where-  r* 509 
upon  John  Jervisy  Esq.,  was  promoted  to  the  office  of  attorney-  ^ 
general,  and  David  Dundas^  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Q.  C,  was  ap- 
pointed her  majesty's  solicitor-general.  John  Jervis^  Esq.,  and  David 
Dundasf  Esq.,  shortly  afterwards  respectively  received  the  honour  of 
knighthood. 

On  the  14th  day  of  September,  Sir  John  Williams^  Knight,  one  of  the 
judges  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  died  at  his  residence  near  Bury 
St.  Edmund's. 

Sir  William  Erle^  Knight,  one  of  the  judges  of  the  court  of  Common 
Pleas,  was  removed  to  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench ;  and  Edward  Vaughan 
Williams^  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  was  appointed  one  of  the  judges  of  the 
court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  the  room  of  Mr.  Justice  Erie.  Upon  taking 
the  degree  of  the  coif,  Edward  Vaughan  Williams^  Esq.,  gave  rings  with 
the  motto,  ^^Legum  servi^  ut  /t&m."  He  afterwards  received  the  hondux 
of  knighthood. 

The  usual  oaths  were  administered  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  Wilde  and 
Mr.  Justice  V.  Williams^  by  the  senior  master,  on  the  second  day  of  this 
term. 

On  the  first  day  of  the  term,  Mr.  Serjt.  Talfourd  and  Mr.  Serjt.  Man- 
rdiigy  who  (having  previously  held  patents  of  precedents)  had  on  the  27th 
of  June  last  been  appointed  her  majesty's  serjeants-at-law,  were  desired  to 
take  their  seats  accordingly. 

On  the  same  day,  Mr.  Serjt.  Murphy  and  Mr.  Seijt.  Byles^  having  received 
patents  of  precedence,  were  desired  to  take  their  seats  within  the  bar. 

On  the  same  day,  Joseph  Humphry^  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  James  BacoUf 
Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Spencer  Horatio  Walpole^  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn, 
and  John  Rolt^  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  and  on  a  subsequent  day, 
Charks  Buller^  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  who  had  severally  been  appointed 
her  majesty's  counsel  learned  in  the  law,  were  likewise  desired  to  take 
their  seats  within  the  bar.  . 
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•640]    *THOMPSON  and  Others,  Executors  of  JOHN  SPRINGALL, 

deceased,  v.  E.  J.  LACK.    JVov.  18. 

The  proriaion  in  7  &  8  Vict  c.  96,8. 25,  that  eveiy  nun  of  money  payable  by  way  of  annnitf 
or  otherwiM,  at  any  future  time  or  times,  by  virtue  of  any  bond,  covenant,  or  other  secu- 
riticB,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  debt9  within  the  meaning  of  the  5  &  6  Vict  c.  116, 
and  of  that  act,  is  not  retrospective. 

A  release  to  one  of  two  sureties  who  had  entered  into  a  joint  and  several  eovenam  to  pay 
an  aimuity,  in  default  of  payment  by  the  grantor,  was  accompanied  by  a  proviso,  that  such  , 
release  should  not  prejudice  the  right  of  the  grantee  to  enforce  its  payment  against  the 
grantor  and  the  other  surety,  or  either  of  them  >— jEfirfd^  that  the  proviso  restrained  the  open- 
tkm  of  the  release,  and  that  the  liability  of  the  co-surety  was  not  affected  by  such  release. 
<  A  replication  taking  issue  on  a  plea  alleging  that  no  memorial  of  an  annuity  had  beea 
enrolled,  and  setting  fbrth  such  memorial,  properly  concludes  with  a  verificatioii  by  the 
reoord. 

Covenant.    The  declaration  stated  that  theretofore,  and  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  said  John  Springall,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  October,  1834,  by  a 
certain  indenture  then  made  between  John  Lack  of  the  first  part,  the  de- 
fendant and  Charles  Parry  Lack  of  the  second  part,  and  the  said  John 
Springall  of  the  third  part — profert — ^the  said  John  Lack,  for  the  considers* 
tions  therein  mentioned,  did  give,  grant,  &c.,  unto  Springall,  one  annuity 
or  clear  yearly  sum  of  37/.  to  be  paid  during  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years, 
to  .commence,  &c.,  if  John.  Lack  should  so  long  live ;  to  have  the  said 
annuity  of  37/.  unto  Springall,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  asdgns, 
during  the  said  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  to  commence  as  aforesaid,  if 
John  Lack  should  so  long  live,  to  be  paid  at,  &c.,  by  four  equal  quarterly 
payments,  &c.,  in  every  year;  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendant  and 
the  saidC.  P.  Lack  should  respectively  guarantee  the  payment  thereof  and 
of  such  proportionable  part  thereof  as  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned, 
and  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  to  be  incurred  or  occasioned  hy  reason 
*5411     ^^  ^^^  default  in  payment  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof;  *that, 
in  pursuance  of  the  last-recited  agreement,  they  the  defendant  and 
C.  P.  Lack,  did,  in  and  by  the  said  indenture,  for  themselves,  their  heirs, 
&c.,  and  each  of  them  did  thereby  for  himself,  his  heirs,  &c.,  covenant 
with  Springall,  his  executors,  &c.,  by  the  said  indenture,  that,  if  John 
Lack,  his  heirs,  &c.,  should  make  any  default  in  payment  of  the  said  an- 
nuity of  37/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  such  proportionable  part  thereof  as 
aforesaid,  then  that  the  defendant  and  C.  P.  Lack,  their  heirs,  &c.,or  some 
or  one  of  them,  should  and  would,  from  time  to  time,  immediately  after 
any  such  default  should  be  made  as  aforesaid,  well  and  truly  pay  unto 
Springall,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  said  annuity  of  37/.,  and  all  arrears 
thereof,  and  such  proportionable  part  thereof  as  aforesaid.     Breach — ^that, 
after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  John 
Lack,  who  is  still  living,  and  daring  the  said  term  of  ninety-nine  yean, 
and  irfter  the  death  of  Springall,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  Januaty,  1846,  a 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  74/.,  of  the  said  annnity,  tx  tua 
yean  of  the  said  term  then  last  elapsed,  became  due  from  the  said  Jobs 
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Lack  ta  Hie  plaintifTs  as  executors  as  aforesaid ;  yet  the  said  John  Lack 
had  not  paid  the  said  sum  of  74/.,  or  anj  part  thereof,  but  therein  had 
fiiled  and  made  default,  of  all  which  the  defendant  had  always  had  notice ; 
yet  neither  of  them,  the  defendant  or  C.  P.  Lack,  as  sureties  for  the  said 
John  Lack,  had  paid  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  said  sum  of 
74/.  still  remained  in  arrear,  contrary  to  the  said  indenture,  and  the  said 
covenant  of  the  defendant  in  that  behalf. 

Second,  plea — that,  a&er  the  making  of  the  indenture  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  after  the  passing  of  the  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  intituled  «  An 
act  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,"  and  before  the  making  and  passing 
of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  intituled  « An  act  to  amend  the  *law  of  r«g^2 
insolvency,  bankruptcy,  and  execution,"  to  wit,  on  the  6th  of 
June,  1843,  a  petition  for  protection  from  process  was  duly  presented  by 
the  defendant,  under  and  according  to  the  provisions  in  that  behalf  of  the 
said  first-mentioned  act ;  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this,  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  August,  1843,  a  final  order  for 
protection  and  distribution  was  made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  petition 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  first-mentioned  act,  by  a  commissioner 
duly  authorized  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  one  R.  G.  C«  Fane,  Esq. ;  and  that, 
on  a  certain  day  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  6th 
of  June,  1843,  the  said  petition  was  filed  pursuant  and  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  first-mentioned  act — verification. 

Third  plea — that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  in  the  declara^ 
tion  mentioned,  and  whilst  the  same  was  in  full  force  and  virtue,  and  in 
the  lifetime  of  Springall  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  any  por- 
tion of  the  said  sum  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  claimed  to  be  due 
and  payable  from  the  defendant,  became  due  and  payable,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  January,  1844,  an  in- 
denture was  made  between  William  Thompson  of  the  first  part,  Springall 
of  the  second  part,  and  C.  P.  Lack,  in  the  declaration  and  in  the  said 
indenture  of  covenant  mentioned,  of  the  third  part — profert — whereby 
Springall,  for  the  considerations  therein  expressed,  acquitted,  released, 
exonerated,  and  for  ever  discharged  C.  P.  Lack,  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, of  and  from  the  payment  of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  37/. 
in  the  said  indenture  of  covenant  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  granted, 
and  of  and  from  the  performance  of  the  joint  and  several  covenants  there- 
in contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  covenant  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, on  the  part  of  the  said  C.  P.  Lack,  and  from  all  claims  and  de- 
mands of  Springall,  deceased,  against  the  'said  C.  P.  Lack  in    pe^o 
respect  thereof;  and  that  the  said  indenture  of  release,  and  the  re-     ^ 
lease  therein  contained,  and  thereby  made,  were  made  without  the  con- 
sent or  knowledge  and  against  the  will  of  the  defendant — verification. 

Last  plea — ^that  the  said  indenture  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea 
mentioned,  was  made  after  the  passing  of  an  act  made,  &c.  (53  6.  3,  c. 
141,)  intituled  <<  An  act  to  repeal  an  act  of  the  seventeenth  year  of  th« 
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reig^  ot  bis  present  majesty,  int'*' uled  *  An  act  for  registering  the  grants 
of  life  annuities,  and  for  the  better  protection  of  infants  against  such  grants,' 
and  to  substitute  other  provisions  in  lieu  thereof;"  that  the  said  annuity 
was  granted  for  a  pecuniary  consideration ;  that  no  memorial  of  the  said 
indenture  was  enrolled  in  the  high  court  of  Chancery  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  act  of  parliament ;  and  that  thereby  the  said  indenture 
was  null  and  void — verification. 

Special  demurrer  to  the  second  plea,  assigning,  among  other  causes, 
that  the  said  plea  does  not  show  that  the  petition  in  the  said  plea  men 
tioned  was  presented,  or  that  the  order  in  the  said  plea  mentioned  wa^ 
made,  afler  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned ;  and  that  the  said  plea  does  not  show  that  the  cause  of  action  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  was  a  debt  contracted  before  the  date  of  filing  the 
said  petition. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  plaintiffs  prayed  that  the  indenture  might  be  enrolled ;  by  which 
indenture — after  reciting  the  grant  of  an  annuity  of  27/.  to  one  William 
Thompson,  and  the  grant  of  an  annuity  in  question,  and  that  E.  J.  Lack 
(the  defendant)  and  J.  Lack  had  made  default  in  payment  of  the  said  an- 
nuities, and  that  C.  P.  Lack  had  paid  up  all  arrears  of  Thompson's  an- 
nuity to  the  I8th  of  December  then  last,  and  of  the  annuity  in  question  to 
*5441  ^^^  ^^^^  of  those  'presents ;  and  also  reciting  that  C.  P.  Lack  had 
applied  to  Thompson  and  Springall  to  release  him  from  his  cove- 
nants respectively  contained  in  the  said  indentures  of  grant  of  annuity, 
and  all  claim  and  demand  of  them  the  said  Thompson  and  Springall  re- 
spectively against  him  in  respect  thereof,  on  payment  by  the  said  C.  P. 
Lack  unto  Thompson  and  Springall  of  259/.  5^.,  which  they  had  agreed 
to  do,  subject,  nevertheless,  and  without  prejudice,  to  the  respective  rights 
of  Thompson  and  Springall,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  their  said  several 
annuities  as  against  E.  J.  Lack  and  John  Lack : — it  was  witnessed,  that, 
in  consideration  of  259/.  bs.  to  Thompson  and  Springall  paid  by  C.  P. 
Lack,  Thompson  (as  to  and  concerning  only  the  said  annuity  of  27{.)  did 
remise,  release,  &c.,  and  Springall  (as  to  and  concerning  only  the  said 
annuity  of  37/.)  did  remise,  release,  &c.,  C.  P.  Lack,  his  heirs,  &c., 
from  the  payment  of  the  said  several  annuities  or  yearly  sums  of  27/.  and 
37/.  by  the  said  therein-before  in  part  recited  indentures  of  grant  of  an* 
nuity  granted,  and  of  and  from  the  performance  of  the  joint  and  several 
covenants  contained  in  the  said  several  indentures,  or  in  either  of  them, 
on  the  part  of  the  said  C.  P.  Lack,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  and  from  all 
claims  and  demands  of  them,  Thompson  and  Springall  respectively,  and 
their  several  and  respective  heirs,  &c.,  against  him  in  respect  thereof: 
Provided  always,  nevertheless,  and  it  was  thereby  agreed  between  (he 
said  parties,  that  nothing  therein  contained  should  extend,  or  be  construed 
to  extend  to,  or  prejudice,  the  respective  rights  of  the  said  Thompson  and 
'Springall,  and  their  respective  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns)  to 
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enforce  the  payment  of  the  said  several  annuities  of  27/.  and  37/.  respect-^' 
i?elj,  as  against  the  said  E.  J.  Lack,  and  John  Lack,  or  either  of  them, 
their  or  either  of  their  heirs,  executors,  &c« 

*The  plaintiffs  dien  demurred  generally  to  the  third  plea.  r*54& 

Joinder  in  demurrer.(a) 

Replication  to  the  last  plea — ^that  a  memorial  of  the  indenture  in  the' 
declaration  mentioned,  was,  within  thirty  days  after  the  execution  thereof, . 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  duly  enrolled  in  the  high  court  of  chancery,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  tbe  statute,  and  that  sucb  memorial  was  as  follows,  to ' 
vit,  [setting  out  the  memorial ;]  as  by  the  said  memorial,  remaining  <^ 
record  duly  enrolled  in  the  said  high  court  of  chancery,  more  fully  ap-  * 
peared :  that  the  said  memorial  did  and  doth  duly  contain  and  set  forth 
the  day  of  the  month  and  the  year  when  the  indenture  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  bore  date,  and  the  names  of  all  the  parties  and  of  all  witnesses 
thereto,  and  of  the  person  for  whose  life  the  said  annuity  was  granted,  and 
of  the  person  by  whom  the  same  was  to  be  beneficially  received,  and  of 
the  pecuniary  consideration  for  granting  the  same,  and  1k>w  such  considera* 
tion  was  paid,  and  the  amount  of  the  annual  sum  to  be  paid, — in  the  form 
and  to  the  effect  as  in  and  by  the  said  statute  in  that  case  made  and  pro 
▼ided  is  required;  as  by  the  said  enrolment  of  the  said  memorial,  remain* 
ing  of  record  in  the  said  high  court  of  chancery,  more  fully  appears :  and 
that  this  the  plaintiffs  were  ready  to  verify  by  the  said  record. 

Special  demurrer  to  this  replication,  assigning  for  eauses — ^that  the  said 
replication  concludes  improperly,  and  that  it  ought  to  have  concluded  te 
the  country ;  that  *the  said  replication  is  neither  a  traverse  nor  a  f^AQ' 
pleading  in  confession  and  avoidance  of  the  matters  of  the  said 
last  plea ;  and  that  the  said  memorial  in  the  said  replication  set  forth  is 
not  a  'sufficient  memorial,  nor  such  as  is  required  to  be  enrolled,  acoording" 
to  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  &c. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Dowlingy  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  objection  to  Hxe  second  plea  is,* 
that  it  does  not  allege  that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  before  the  present*^ 
iag  of  the  petition  by  the  defendant  to  the  insolvent  court.  .  The  words 
of  the  5  &  6  Viet.  c.  116,  s.  10,  are,  <«if  any  suit  or  action  is  brought 
agaiast  any  petitioner  for  or  in  respect  of  any  debt  eoniraded  before  the 
date  of  filing  his  petition,  it  shall  be  a  suflioient  plea  in  bar  of  the  said  suil 
or  action,  that  such  petition  was  duly  presented,  and  a  final  order  for  pro* 
teetion  and  distribution  made  by  a  oommissiouer  duly  authoriaed ;  whereof 
the  production  of  the  order  signed  by  die  commissioner,  with  pioof  of  hii^ 
handwriting,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence."    Consequently,  the  discharge 

(a)  The  following  points  weie  nwrked  ibr  argoinent  m  i»  |eit  of  the  ];)|ainlli!s>— 
**  A  matter  of  law  intended  to  be  aigued  in  support  of  the  demurrer^  is,  that  the  deed  in 
^loeition  does  not  operate,  in  point  of  law,  ta  diacharge  the  defendant  ffom  his  covenant 

"The  plaintifis  will  contend  that  the  deed  by  which  theix  testator  cownaanietd  not  to  sue 
the  defendant's  cosurety,  but  expreesl7  reserred  the  liabUiry  o£'tho  principal  wad  the  .defend 
Ant,  did^Dot  operate  as  a  release  of  the  defendant  (koin  his  covenant" 

OL.  in.  43  %V 
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can  only  operate  where  the  debt  was  contracted  before  the  6liag  of  tk^ 
petition.  The  point  arose  in  this  court  in  a  case  of  Wilkes  v.  Hopkins^ 
H.  T.  1845,(a}  when  no  one  appeared  to  support  a  similar  plea  to  the 
present,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff. 

.  With  respect  to  the  third  plea,  the  answer  attempted  to  be  thereby  set 
upi  is,  a  release  to  a  co-surety  of  the  defendant.  It  must  be  admitted  that, 
generally  speaking,  where  a  release  is  given  to  one,  it  will  operate  as  a 
discharge  to  all.  But  here,  the  proviso  annexed  to  the  release  prevents 
the  discbarge  of  the  defendant.  The  effect  of  such  proviso  is,  to  limit  the 
release  to  C.  P.  Lack  alone,  and  to  leave  J.  Lack  and  the  defendant  subject 
to  the  same  liability  as  before*  In  the  older  authorities,  it  seems  to 
*5471  *^^'^  ^^^  considered  that  a  release  is  so  powerful  that  nothing 
could  afi*ect  or  restrain  its  operation ;  but  the  more  recent  cases 
look  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Lord  Coke,  commenting  upon  a  sec- 
tion in  Littleton,(&)  says :  «  Here,  by  this  section,  it  is  to  be  understood, 
that  when  divers  doe  a  trespasse,  the  same  is  joynt  or  severalle  at  the  wil 
of  him  to  whom  the  wronge  is  done,  yet,  if  he  release  to  one  of  them,  all 
are  discharged ;  because  his  own  deed  shall  be  taken  most  strongly  against 
himself."  But,  where  a  release  was  given  by  the  plaintiffs  to  A.,  one  of 
two  partners,  with  a  proviso  that  it  should  not  prejudice  any  claims  which 
the  plaintifli  might  have  against  B.,  the  other  partner ;  and  that,  in  order 
to  enforce  the  claims  against  B.,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiffs  to  sue 
A.  either  jointly  with  B.  or  separately ;  and,  in  an  action  against  A.  and 
B.,  this  release  having  been  pleaded  by  A.,  and  set  out  on  oyer  in  the 
replication,  with  an  averment  that  the  action  was  prosecuted  against  A. 
jointly  with  B,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  moneys 
due  to  them  from  B.  and  A.  either  out  of  the  joint  estate  of  B.  and  A.,  or 
from  B.  or  his  separate  estate ;  the  court,  in  effect,  held  that  the  action 
might  be  maintained,  by  overruling  a  demurrer  to  the  replication :  SoUy  v* 
Forbes,  2  Bro.  &  B.  38.(c)  Cocks  v.  Jfash,  9  Bing^.  341, 4  M.  &  Sc.  162, 
is  also  in  point.  [Williams,  J.  Did  noC  that  case  turn  entirely  on  the 
point  whether  you  could  vary  a  deed  by  parol  ?]  It  shows  that  the  inten* 
tion  of  the  parties  is  to  be  looked  at,  and  not  the  mere  words  of  the  release. 
Payler  v.  Homershtm,  4  M.  &  S.  423,  also  establishes  that  the  general 
words  of  a  release  may  be  restrained  by  a  particular  recital.  So,  in  the 
*6481  P'*^^^^  ^^^9  ^^  'proviso  must  be  incorporated  with  the  release, 
and  the  whole  read  together. 
With  respect  to  the  replication  to  the  last  plea ;  the  first  cause  of  de- 
murrer is,  that  it  should  have  concluded  to  the  country.  Bichardson  v. 
TomkUSy  9  Bingh«  5},  4  M.  &  Sc*  56,  is  an  express  authority  that  it  ought 
to  conclude  with  a  verification  by  the  record.  In  Hickes  v.  Cradandlj 
•3  M.  &  W.  72,  also,  the  same  eonclusion  was  adopted. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  replication  is  neither  in  denial,  nor  in 

(a)  NoC  nported.  (b}  Co.  Lite  232  &r 

(c)  As  to  the  priDcipto  of  diis  deouioi^  im  JVict  ▼.  jEcbiiwcft,  5  M.  &  B.  992  (t). 
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confessioii  and  aToidknce,  of  the  matters  stated  in  the  plea ;  but  the  twb 
cases  last  cited  show  that  the  replication  is  in  the  usual  form.  The  plain* 
tifls  are  not  prejudiced,  as  it  enables  them  to  take  any  objection  to  the 
memorial:  VecUe  v.  Warner^  1  Wms.  Saund.,  6th  edit.  326  b,  note  (h). 
Fisher  v.  Pimbky^  11  East,  188,  shows  the  principle  on  which  this  par« 
ticalar  mode  of  pleading  depends,  is,  that  it  affords  an  opportunity  to  the 
defendant  to  avoid  the  validity  of  the  memorial. 

The  third  objection  is,  that  the  memorial  is  not  sufficient.  [ChanntU^ 
Serjt.    No  point  will  be  made  of  that.] 

ChannMj  Serjt.,  for  the  defendants.  The  second  plea,  which  sets  up  a 
discharge  by  operation  of  law,  is  founded  not  only  upon  the  5  &  6  Vict* 
c.  116,  s.  10,  and  other  sections  of  that  statute,  but  also  on  the  7  &8  Vict, 
c.  96,  s.  25.  It  is  objected,  that  the  plea  does  not  allege  that  the  proceed* 
ings  in  the  insolvent  court  took  place  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued. 
It  may  be  that  this  particular  debt  did  not  arise  till  after  the  petition  was 
filed ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  there  is  a  difierence  between  a  cause  of 
action  in  respect  of  goods,  and  one  by  reason  of  a  covenant ;  and,  here,  the 
plea  states,  that,  after  the  making  of  die  indenture,  the  defendant  petitioned 
the  court.  It  vs  submitted  that  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  *alone  dis-  r«549 
charges  the  defendant's  covenant.  But  the  defendaiit  also  relies 
on  the  7  &  8  Vict.  d.  96.  [Maule,  J.  The  petition  was  before  the  pass* 
iog  of  the  act ;  how  can  it  derive  any  operation  from  that  statute?]  The 
2dth  section  says:  «<  that  every  sum  of  money  which  shall  be  payable  by 
way  of  annuity  or  otherwise,  at  any  future  time  or  times,  by  virtue  of  any 
bond,  covenant,  or  other  securities  of  any  nature  whatsoever,  skaU  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  debts  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  recited  act 
(5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116]  and  of  this  act."  The  latter  act  is  explanatory  of 
the  fwrner,  and  the  foregoing  clause  is  to  be  construed  the  same  as  if  it 
had  been  contained  in  the.5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116.  [Maule,  J.  The  clause 
does  not  say,  <<  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  have  been  debts,"  but  « to 
it  debts."  To  give  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  25,  a  retrospective  opera* 
tion,  very  strong  words  ought  to  have  been  used.]  Unless  the  section  can 
be  treated  as  declaratory,  and  as  having  a  retrospective  operation,  the 
lecond  plea  cannot  be  supported,  after  the  decision  of  this  court  in  WUhet 
T.  Hopkins. 

With  respect  to  the  third  plea,  it  is  clear  that  a  release  to  one  of  two 
covenantors,  although  the  covenant,  as  here,  is  joint  and  several,  is  a  re- 
lease to  both :  2  Wms.  Saund.  47  gg,  note  (1.)  (a)  The  principle  u  far* 
ther  established  by  Cheetham  v.  Wardj  1  Bos.  &  P.  630 ;  and  Mckobon 
V.  ReniU,  4  A.  &  E.  675,  6  N.  &  M.  192,  and  the  ground  of  it  is,  that 
the  debt  is  thereby  extinguished.  [Maule,  J.  If  that  principle  be  the 
correct  one,  then  a  release  to  one  of  two  parties  ^tfeoeratfy  bound  only, 
woqU  be  a  release  to  both.    It  is  only  when  they  are  so  jointly  bound 

(ft)  eth  ed.  Note  to  Fmodi  v.  Forrmt,  (citinK  ClafftOH  v.  Kpuutm,  3  Mk.  579,  2  BoU. 
AW.  4»  (G.)  pi  4, 5.)    And  Mc  3  Wms.  Sumd.  6th  edit  p.  47  gg,  n.  (d) ;  18  Vin.  Al«r.  363^ 
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that  the  reason  given  in  Co.  Litt.  232  a,  applies;  fof,  ^ere  one  is  re« 
leased  from  his  joint  liabitity,  the  other  is  released  from  bis;  and 
*5501  *^^^  latter,  being  released  from  his  joint  liability,  is  also  released 
from  his  several  liability.  The  question  is,  whether  you  caanot 
release  the  joint  liability,  and  except  from  the  release  the  several  liability.] 
Undoubtedly  the  authority  of  Sally  v.  Forbes  was  recognised  by  Lord  El- 
don  in  Ex  parte  Giffbrd^  6  Ves.  jun.  805.  But,  in  JVtcAo/^on  v.  Revill^ 
the  court  of  King's  Bench  declare  their  dissent  from  the  expressions  used 
in  Ex  parte  Clifford^  which,  they  say,  ((seem  to  lay  it  down  that  a  joint- 
debtee  (a)  might  release  one  of  his  debtors ;  and  yet,  by  using  some  lan- 
guage of  reservation  in  the  agreement  between  himself  and  such  debtor, 
keep  his  remedy  entire  against  the  others,  even  without  consulting  them.'* 
[Maule,  J.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  attention  of  the  court  of  King's 
Bench  was  called  to  Solly  v.  Forbes,  Do  you  say,  that,  where  there  is  a 
joint  and  several  liability,  it  is  impossible  to  release  the  one  without  re< 
leasing  the  other  ?]  It  is  necessary  in  this  case  so  to  contend.  [Maule,  J. 
That  is  opposed  to  the  authorities.]  With  regard  to  the  replication 
to  the  last  plea,  it  is  difficult  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Richardson  v. 
Tornkks. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  first  point  for  our  consideration  arises  upon  the  de- 
murrer to  the  plea  which  sets  up  the  discharge  of  the  defendant  under  the 
insolvent  debtors'  act ;  and  the  objection  taken  is,  that  such  discharge  was 
subsequent  to  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of  action.  The  general  rule,  un- 
doubtedly, is,  that  the  capability  of  the  creditor  to  take  the  advantage 
conferred  by  the  act,  must  be  co-extensive  with  the  relief  affimled  to  the 
debtor.  The  objection,  however,  that  the  plea  does  not  allege  that  the 
plaintifis  were  in  a  situation  to  take  advantage  of  the  act,  or,  in  other 
words,  that  their  demand  accrued  prior  to  the  defendant's  discharge,  is 
i^ee .  1  met  by  an  admission,  *that,  if  the  case  stood  on  the  5  &.  6  Vict. 
*'  c.  116,  aldne,  the  objection  would  be  well  founded.  But  that 
statute,  it  is  said,  is  expanded  by  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  which  is  to  be 
oonsidered  as  declaratory  of  it,  and  that,  by  the  latter  act,  the  covenant  in 
qnestioA  placed  the  plaintiffs  in  a  position  to  turn  the  contract  into  a  debt 
i^ued  and  proved.  The  general  principle,  hqwever,  that  a  statute  is  not 
to  be  construed  so  as  to  have  a  retrospective  operation,  is  a  just  one ;  foT) 
parsons  ought  not  to  have  their  rights  affected  by  laws  passed  subsequently. 
And,  to  decide  that  the  7  &  8  Vict.  o.  96,  has  a  relatioii  to  a  bygone 
transaction,  would  be  to  hold,  that,  at  any  period  after  the  insolvent's 
estate  had  been  distributed  among  the  other  creditors^  a  party  might  b€ 
told  that  he  was  to  be  entitled  to  no  other  remedy  than  his  share  of  sneh 
exhausted  fund ;  which  would  give  to  the  statute  a  moat  unjust  operation. 
Ill  ooider  to  give  a  retrospective  effect  to  any  statute,  the  words  should  be 
teiy  clear.    In  this  case,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  reasonable  construction 

(a)  Tb6  teim  Mjoinvd^btee^  ii  here  OMd  to  designate  a  debtee  of  join^debtoiik  ml,  •& 
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of  the  8  &  9  Vict  is,  that  it  applies  to  future  traiisactions  only.  I  thitik, 
therefore,  that  the  second  plea  is  bad,  in  not  showing  that  the  dcffend- 
ant  obtained  his  discharge  subsequently  to  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of 
action. 

With  respect  to  the  third  plea,  the  question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  the 
deed  which  is  therein  described  as  a  release?  Are  you  at  liberty  to  sepa- 
rate that  which  professes  to  be  a  release,  from  th6  proviso?  or  mu3t  you 
take  them  both  together,  and  say  what  is  their  entire  effect?  It  seems  to 
me,  that  you  must  look  at  the  whole  of  the  deed ;  and  that  raises  the  point, 
whether  a  party  may  give  a  qualified  release.  Solly  v.  Forbes  is  a  de* 
cision  that  you  may  give  such  a  release ;  and,  although  in  JVkkolson  v^ 
Bevill  there  are  to  be  found  expressions  used  by  Lord  Denman,  in  de- 
livering the  judgment  of  the  court,  inconsistent  with  that  view,  it  seems  tQ 
me  that  those  expressions  are  more  of  the  nature  of  obiter  dicta  than  those 
attributed  to  Lord  '^Eldok  in  Ex  parte  Giffbrd.  In  the  latter  rtgea 
case,  Lord  Eldon  decided,  in  conformity  with  the  principle  esta* 
blished  by  SoUy  v.  Forbes^ — which  I  consider  is  a  decisive  authority, — 
that  a  release  may  be  qualified,  and  prevented  operating  as  a  discharge 
of  a  co-surety.(a)  The  question  here  is,  whether  the  release  in  this  deed 
is  qualified,  and  reserves  the  remedy  against  the  defendant.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  clear ;  and  strong  grounds  should  be  laid 
before  the  court  to  induce  it  not  to  give  effect  to  the  deed  according  to. 
cuch  intention.  I  see  nothing  in  the  present  case  to  prevent  us  from  de- 
ciding in  conformity  with  Solly  v.  Forbes,  Generally  speaking,  a  releiise 
of  one  will  operate  as  a  discharge  to  all.  Therefore,  in  Mchotson  v. 
Revilly  the  plaintiff  having  received  a  sum  of  money  from  one  of  the  par- 
ties to  a  promissory  note,  and  having  erased  his  name  from  the  instrument, 
it  was  held,  that  such  erasure  operated  as  a  release  to  the  other  parties 
thereto ;  and  what  was  necessary  for  the  decision  of  that  case,  was  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  general  principle.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  was  a 
qualified  release,  and  did  not  discharge  the  co-surety.  I  think,  therefore, 
the  general  demurrer  sustainable  by  the  deed  as  set  out  on  oyer. 

As  regards  the  demurrer  to  the  replication  to  the  last  plea,  the  plaintiff 
sets  out  the  memorial,  and  concludes  with  a  verification  per  recordum^ 
That  is  within  Richardson  v.  Tomkies;  and  it  is  also  correct  in  principle. 

Our  judgment,  consequently,  must  be  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  whole 
record. 

*CoLTMAN,  J.     It  appears  to  me  that  a  retrospective  effect  cannot     rvcgo 
he  given  to  the  7  &  i3  Vict.  c.  96,  and,  consequently,  that  the 
second  plea  is  bad. 

(a)  A  Bimilar  distioption  prevails  in  the  Roman  law  >-^  In  hb  qui  ejusdem  pectinir« 
^^^^^^ionein  habent  in  loUdum,  vol  qoi  ejuadem  pecunis  detntoret  sunt,  quatenus  alii  qnoqu« 
proeit  am  noceat  pacti  exceptio,  quaritur :  et  in  rem  pacta  omnibus  protunt  quorum  obliga- 
|»Dem  disflolutam  esse  ejus  qui  paciacebatur  interfuit:  itaque  debitoris  convention  fidejussori 

°*u  pioSciet"    ttNisi  boo  actum  est  Ut  Amtaxat  a  nowm  ptiatwr,  a  JUkfititor"^ '-^- 

toQc  eniia  fidcijaasor  axceptione  non  utetuz."    Dig.  lib.  2,  tit  14, 1  21,  ^\  1.  22. 

r2 
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With  respect  to  the  plea  setting  up  a  release,  itis.argaed  that  the  pro. 
▼iso  is  to  be  regarded  as  repugnant,  and  therefore  void.  That,  howe?er, 
is  not  the  way  in  which  the  question  is  to  be  considered  ;  but  the  whok 
of  the  deed  should  be  looked  at  in  order  to  see  the  intention  of  the  parties; 
which  admits  of  no  doubt. 

As  to  the  demurrer  to  the  replication  to  the  last  plea,  the  case  of  Richards 
son  y.  Tomkies  is  precisely  in  point. 

''  Maule,  J.  The  second  plea  is  objectad  to,  because  it  relies  on  a  dis- 
charge under  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  and  does  not  show  that  the  debt 
accrued  before  the  filing  of  the  defendant's  petition.  The  answer  at- 
tempted is,  that  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  is  to  be  construed  as  having  a 
retrospective  effect,  and  that  this  case  falls  within  it.  In  the  course  of  the 
argument,  I  intimated  my  opinion  that  no  such  operation  could  be  given 
to  the  latter  statute. 

The  question  as  to  the  third  plea  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  deed, 
which  rdeases  C.  P.  Lack,  but  provides  "  that  nothing  therein  contained 
shall  extend  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  Thompson  and  Springall  to  enforce 
the  payment  of  the  annuities  as  against  the  defendant."  Now,  inasmuch 
as  it  is  possible  to  give  operation  to  both  clauses  without  prejudicing  the 
defendant,  or  increasing  his  liability,  I  think  that  construction  is  to  be 
adopted  which  will  leave  the  plaintiffs  their  remedy  against  the  defendant, 
and,  consequently,  that  this  plea  also  is  bad. 

The  last  plea  has  the  proper  verification  and  conclusion. 

Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Judgment  for  the  plaintifis. 
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a  defendant,  who  has  obtamed  an  order  for  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  with  a 
stay  of  proceedings  until  they  are  delivered,  may  waire  the  delivery  of  such  paiticulan) 
and  plead  or  demur  to  the  declaration. 

DowLiNG,  Serjt.y  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendant  to  show 
cause  why  the  demurrer  and  plea  which  had  been  delivered  in  this  case 
should  not  be  set  aside,  with  costs.  It  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  that 
the  defendant's  attorney,  on  the  27th  of  October  last,  had  obtained  from 
CoLTMAN,  J.,  at  chambers,  an  order  for  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand, 
with  a  stay  of  proceedings  in  the  mean  time ;  which  order  was  drawn  up 
and  served  that  day  on  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiflf.  No  specific  time  for 
the  delivery  of  the  particulars  was  mentioned  in  the  order.  On  the  7th  of 
November  the  defendant's  attorney  served  a  notice  on  the  plaintiiT,  stating 
that  he  waived  the  delivery  of  the  particulars  of  demand,  and  at  the  same 
time  delivered  the  demurrer  and  plea  in  question.  He  cited  Wickens  v. 
Cox,  4  M.  &  W.  67,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  693. 

Pashley  now  showed  cause.  The  presumed  ground  on  which  it  is  at- 
tempted to  set  aside  the  proceedings  as  irregular,  is,  that  the  defendant 
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riiottkl  have  obtained  another  order  to  rescind  that  which  he  had  obtained 
for  the  delivery  of  particulars  of  demand.  There  are  two  cases  which 
apparently  form  the  foundation  for  the  application.  In  Burgess  v.  SwaiUf 
7  B.  &  C.  485y  it  was  held  that  the  defendant,  having  obtained  a  judge's 
order  for  delivery  of  particulars  of  the  plaintiflPs  demand,  and  for  staying 
proceedings  in  the  mean  time,  could  not  sign  judgment  o{  nan-pros  against 
the  plaintiff  for  not  declaring.  That  case  is  obviously  distinguishable  frouL 
the  present;  for,  here  the  waiver  of  the  particulars  by  the  defendant,  tends 
to  ^facilitate,  and  not  to  put  a  stop  to,  the  plaintiff's  proceedings.  [9555 
Wkkens  v.  Cox  seems  to  have  been  decided  on  the  ground  that  . 
the  notice  of  waiver  was  not  given  before,  but  was  contemporaneous  with, 
the  demand  of  declaration.  There,  a  defendant,  after  obtaining  a  similar 
order  for  particulars,  served  a  demand  of  declaration,  at  the  bottom  of 
which  was  a  notice  that  he  had  abandoned  the  order ;  and  it  was  held  this 
wa9  irregular,  and  that  he  ought  to  have  got  rid  of  the  order  for  particulars 
before  the  demand  of  declaration ;  and  the  court  set  aside  a  judgment  of 
non-pros  which  had  been  signed  for  want  of  a  declaration.  The  court  is, 
therefore,  at  liberty  to  decide  this  case  on  principle.  A  defendant  who 
obtains  an  order  for  information  may,  if  he  finds  that  he  can  dispense  with 
such  information,  waive  the  order.  [Maule,  J.  Is  any  thing  said  in 
Wkkens  v.  Cox  about  costs?  It  may  be  that  a  defendant  will  not  be 
allowed  to  waive  an  order  for  particulars  of  demand  where  the  other  side 
has  incurred  expense  in  preparing  them.]  It  is  laid  down  in  22  Vin.  Abr. 
tit.  Waiuery  pi.  3,  that  a  defendant  may  waive  his  plea  to  the  writ,  and 
plead  to  the  action.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Is  that  law  now?  Can  you  now 
waive  a  dilatory  plea  ?  I  think  the  plaintiff  might  sign  judgment.]  The 
citation  from  Viner  shows  the  general  principle.  So  a  party  may  abandon 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  or  for  security  for  costs:  so^  overseers  may  abandon 
an  order  of  justices,  though  under  hand  and  seal :  3%e  King  v.  Inhabitants 
of  Diddlebury,  12  East,  359 ;  The  Qjium  v.  Mabitasits  of  St.  Pancras, 
3  Q.  B.  347. 

Bowlings  Serjt.,  cantrci.  By  rule  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  r.  46,(a)  « the  de- 
fendant shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  waive  his  plea,  without  leave  of  the  court 
or  a  judge."  Here,  *the  defendant  has  thought  proper  to  draw  rA55g 
up  his  order  for  particulars,  with  a  stay  of  proceedings  until  they 
were  delivered  ;  and  he  cannot  be  permitted  to  rescind  that  order  of  his 
own  will.  In  Wickens  v.  Cox,  Parke,  B.,  says :  <>This  is  an  order  which 
is  absolute  at  the  time  for  a  stay  of  proceedings;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  it  can  ht  got  rid  of  without  an  instrument  of  equal  force  and 
authority."  And,  again :  «  The  defendant  might  get  rid  of  tb^  order  by 
obtaining  a  summons  and  a  judge's  order:"  and,  in  giving  judgment,  he 
says:  «^The  order  for  particulars  should  have  been  disposed  of  before  the 
demand  of  declaration  was  given."  [Wilde,  C.  J.  What  can  be  the 
use  of  putting  the  defendant  to  the  expense  of  obtaining  a  summons  and 

(a)  3  E  &  Ad.  380,  8  Bingh.  294, 1  M.  &  Sc.  421. 
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order  to  rescind  ?  Maule,  J..  In  the  Iftst  case,  Parke,  B.,  assumes  tbdi 
tbe  order  restrains  the  defendant.  The  plaintiflf  cannot  proceed,  orcooft- 
pel  the  defendant  to  go  on,  till  he  has  complied  with  the  order.  But  it 
does  not  follow  that  both  the  plaintiflf  and  the  defendant  shall  at  all  events 
be  restrained  from  proceeding.  The  defendant  may  go  on  if  he  pleases: 
the  plaintiff,  not  till  he  complies  with  the  order.]  The  question  still  is, 
whether  the  defendant  can  go  on  without  obtaining  an  order  to  rescind  the 
former  one.  [Maule,  J.  If  the  meaning  of  the  first  order  be  that  wbick 
I  have  supposed,  the  defendant  need  not  go  to  a  judge  for  anodier  order 
to  allow  him  to  proceed.] 

Wilde,  O.  J.    The  order  obviously  means  that  the  plaintiff*  shall  be 
restrained,  and  not  the  defendant.     It  is  idle  to  say  that  the  defendant 
cannot  waive  an  order,  or  take  any  step  in  the  cause,  without  obtaining  a 
firesh  order  to  rescind  it. 
'   Per  curiam^  Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 
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A.  being  aeised  of  copyhold  lands,  in  contemplation  of  her  marriage  with  BL,  aurrenderad 
the  same,  to  the  intent  that  the  lord  might  re-grant  the  same  to  the  use  of  A.  until  the 
solemnization  of  the  marriage:  and,  from  and  after  tbe  marriage,  to  the  use  of  R  Ibr  fife; 
and,  after  his  decease,  to  A.  and  her  assigqs  for  life ;  and,  afler  her  decease,  to  the  use  of 
such  child  and  children  of  the  body  of  A.  by  B.  to  be  begotten,  and  for  such  estate,  &c^ 

'  charged  with  any  sum  or  sums  for  any  other  of  their  children,  as  A.  should  by  deed  or 

'  will  limit,  devise,  or  appoint,  in^  and,  in  defhuU  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  all  the 
children  of  the  marriage,  in  equal  shares;  and,  in  default  or  failure  of  such  children,  diei^ 
flrom  and  after  the  decease  of  B.,  to  the  use  of  A.,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  eyer. 

The  maniage  took  place,  and  two  sons  having  been  bora,  A.  by  a  will,  refening  to  the  powej; 
gave,  devised,  and  appointed  the  premises  to  her  eldest  son  C,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  from  and  aAer  the  decease  of  B.,  upon  condition  that  he  should  pay  to  his  brother 
D^  the  second  son,  200t,  within  one  year  after  the  decease  of  B^  or  on  D.  attaining  die  af» 
of  twenty<one.  The  will  then  proceeded— ^  but,  in  case  it  shall  happen  that  neither  of  my 
sons  aforesaid  shall  be  living  at  the  decease  of  B.,  then  I  do  give,  devise,  direct,  and  ap- 
point^ the  said  copyhold  messuage,  &c^  unto  £^  (^e  fiither  of  B.,)  his  heirs  and  assign^" 
in  trust  for  sale. 

Subsequently  to  the  date  of  the  will,  there  were  four  other  children  bom  of  the  marriage. 
A.  died  without  altering  her  will.    C.  and  D.  died  before  their  fiither,  B.  }— 

Held,  that  the  appointment  by  A.  was  not  void  by  reason  of  its  having  been  made  1^  her 
during  coverture,  notwithstanding  the  original  surrender  contained  no  express  dispcnsaiioa 
with  the  disability  arisii^  from  coverture. 

But,  hdd,  that  the  appointment  was  void,  by  reason  of  the  subseqnent  limitation  to  £,  the 
grandfiither;  for,  that  the  estate  or  interest  given  to  C^  the  son,  by  the  former  part  of  the 
will,  was  not  less  subject  to  be  defeated  in  consequence  of  the  gUt  over  being  to  a  person 
incapable  of  taking,  than  if  it  had  been  to  a  person  who  was  properly  an  object  of  die 
power. 

This  ivas  an  action  oS  ejectment,  \irhich  came  on  for  trial  before  Colc- 
EiPGE,  J.,  at  the  summer  assizes  for  the  county  of  Essex,  in  1845,  vben 
a  verdict  ivas  found  for  the  plaintiff*,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on 
the  points  stated  in  the  following  case  : — 

Before  and  at  the  time  of  ihe  surrender  to  uses  hereinafter  mentiooedf 
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}A%Ty  Siila  WHS  fieised  in  her  defnesne  as  of  fee,  at  the  will  of  the  lord  oC 
the  manor  of  *0?erhall  and  Netherhall  in  the  county  of  Essex,  r«r»a 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  of  the  tenements,  with 
the  appurtenances,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same  then  and  still 
being  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  manor,  and  a  customary  tenement 
thereof,  demised  and  demisable  by  copy  of  the  court-rolls  of  the  said 
manor,  by  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  or  by  his  steward  of  the  court  of 
the  said  manor  for  the  time  being,  to  any  person  or  persons  willing  to  take 
the. same,  in  fee-simple,  or  otherwise,  to  hold  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor, 
at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor. 

By  the  immemorial  custom  of  the  manor,  the  youngest  son  of  any  person 
dying  seised  of  any  descendible  estate  in  any  of  the  copyhold  tenements 
thereof,  is  the  customary  heir  of  his/other^  and  succeeds,  as  such  heir,  to 
the  tenements  of  which  his  father  dies  seised. 

.  Mary  Sida,  being  so  seised  and  in  possession  of  the  said  customary 

tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  did,  on  the  2d  of  August,  1764,  by  the 

rod,  duly  surrender  out  of  her  hands  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the  said 

manor,  by  the  hands  and  acceptance  of  William  Chaplin,  gentleman,  in 

the  place  of  the  lord's  baiUff,  and  in  the  presence  of  D»  Sida  and  J.  Blom* 

field  the  elder,  two  copyhold  or  customary  tenants  in  the  manor,  they  wit* 

nessing  the  same  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  the  said  tenements, 

with  the  appurtenances,  to  the  intent  that  the  lord  should  thereupon  re^ 

grant  all  and  every  the  said  surrendered  messuage,  lands,  tenements, 

hereditaments,  and  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  to  and  for  the 

several  uses  and  purposes  hereinafter  mentioned  and  expressed  of  and 

GoncerDing  the  same,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  Mary 

Skla,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  until  a  marriage  intended  should  be  had*  and 

solemnized  between  her  the  said   Mary  Sida  and  John  Blomfield   the 

younger;  and,  from  *and  after  the  solemnization  of  the  said  in-     r^ggn 

tended  marriage  between  the  said  John  Blomfield  the  younger  and 

Mary  Sida,  then  to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Blomfield  for  and  during  his 

lifetime ;  and,  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Mary  Sida^ 

his  intended  wife,  and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  her  lifetime  ;  and,  from 

and  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  such  child  or  children  of  the  body  of  the 

said  Mary  by  the  body  of  the  said  John  Blonifieldf  her  said  intended  husband, 

to  he  begotten  f  and  for  such  estate  or  estates,  or  other  interesty  and  in  such 

^r/«,  shares,  and  proportions,  manner  and  form,  charged  and  chargeable 

wh  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  for  any  other  of  their  children^  as  she  the 

foid  Mary,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writings,  to  be  by  her  sealed 

«nd  delivered  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by^  two  or  more  udtnesses^  or 

by  her  last  will  and  test€nnent  in  writing,  to  be  by  her  signed,  sealed,  and 

p^lisliedy  as  such^  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  three  or  more  witnesses, 

'hall  or  may  limits  declare,  demse,  direct,  or  appoint ;  and,  for  want  of  such 

hmitation,  declaration,  devise,  direction,  or  appointment,  and  until  such 

lumtatioQ  or  declaration,  devise  direction,  or  appointment  shall  be  so  made 
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and  executed,  and  the  estate  or  estates,  or  other  interest,  to  be  raised  bni 
preated  thereby  as  aforesaid,  shall  respectively  commence  and  take  effect, 
to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  children,  or  of  the  child,  if  but  one,  of  the 
body  of  the  said  Mary,  by  the  body  of  the  said  John  Blomfield,  her  said 
intended  husband,  to  be  begotten,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  (if  more 
than  one  such  child,)  and  to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint- 
tenants,  and  of  the  heirs  of  the  several  and  respective  bodies  of  sucb 
children  lawfully  issuing;  and,  if  there  should  be  but  one  such  child,  to 
the  use  of  such  only  child,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  issuing: 
and,  for  want  and  in  default  or  failure  of  such  children,  or  of  one  such 
*5601  ^^^^^  of  the  *body  of  the  said  Mary,  by  the  body  of  the  said  John 
Blomfield,  her  said  intended  husband,  so  to  be  begotten,  then, 
and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  him  the  said  John  Blomfield,  to  the  uw 
and  behoof  of  the  said  Mary,  his  said  intended  wife,  and  of  her  heirs  and 
assigns,  for  ever,  and  to  or  for  none  other  use,  intent,  or  purpose  whatso- 
ever. 

On  the  9th  of  August,  1764,  the  said  Mary  Sida  intermarried  with  the 
said  John  Blomfield ;  and  John  Blomfield  and  Mary  his  wife  continued 
irom  thence  during  their  respective  lifetimes,  and  John  Blomfield  until  his 
death,  in  possession  of  the  premises,  with  the  appurtenances. 

On  the  30th  of  May,  1766,  the  said  surrender  to  uses  was  duly  pre- 
sented  by  the  homage,  at  a  court  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  according  to 
the  custom  thereof.  On  the  11th  of  November,  1765,  John  Blomfield,  the 
eldest  child  of  the  marriage,  and  the  fitther  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
was  born. 

On  the  14th  of  November,  1766,  William  Blomfield,  the  second  child 
of  the  marriage,  being  the  William  Blomfield  mentioned  in  the  will  here- 
inafter  mentioned,  was  born. 

On  the  5th  of  January,  1767,  there  being  then  no  other  children  of  the 
marriage  save  as  aforesaid,  Mary  Sida  made  her  last  will  and  testament  ia 
writing,  which  was  signed,  sealed,  and  published  by  her  as  such  will  and 
testament,  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  three  credible  witnesses; 
which  will  was  as  follows : — 

«I,  Mary  Blomfield,  wife  of  John  Blomfield  the  younger,  of  Dedham, 
in  the  county  of  Essex,  according  to  and  in  pursuance  of  the  power  re- 
served to  me  the  said  Mary  in  and  by  a  certain  surrender  of  the  manor 
of  Overhall  and  Netherhall,  in  Dedham,  dated  the  2d  of  August,  1764, 
made  and  passed  by  me  the  said  Mary  by  the  name  of  Mary  Sida,  spinster, 
"^5611  ^P^"  ^y  ^^^^  'intended  marriage  with  the  said  John  Blomfield, 
^  of  all  that  messuage  or  tenement  called  Southfield  house,  and 
twelve  acres  of  land  and  pasture,  more  or  less,  thereunto  belonging,  with 
the  appurtenances,  in  Dedham  aforesaid,  and  held  by  copy  of  court-roll 
of  the  said  manor,  and  also  of  all  other  the  lands  and  tenements  of  me  the 
said  Mary  then  held  by  copy  of  eourt-^roll  of  the  same  manor,  with  the 
appurtenances:  Now,  as  concerning  the  said  copyhold  premises,  with  their 
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appurtenances,  accordingly,  I,  the  aaid  Mary  Blomfield,  do  hereby  make, 
pablish,  and  declare  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  in  the  manner  foUow-t 
log,  that  is  to  say,  I  give,  devise,  direct,  and  appoint,  all  and  singular  the 
aforesaid  copyhold  messuage,  lands,  tenements,  meadows,  pastures,  here- 
ditaments,  and  pffmises,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto  my  son  John 
Blomfield,  and  to  fm  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  from  and  after  the  decease 
of  my  husband,  John  Blomfield,  as  aforesaid :  but,  nevertheless,  upon  this 
condition,  that  the  said  John  Blomfield  shall  pay  to  my  other  son,  William 
Blomfield,  the  sum  of  200/.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  within  one 
year  and  a  day  after  the  decease  of  my  husband,  John  Blomfield  aforesaid, 
in  case  that  my  son  William  Blomfield  be  then  living  and  twenty-one 
years ;  but,  if  he  should  then  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then 
my  will  is,  that  the  above  said  200/.  shall  be  paid  him  by  my  son  John  as 
soon  as  he  comes  to  the  age  of  twenty-one  years:  But,  in  case  it  shall 
happen  that  neither  of  my  sons  aforesaid  shall  be  living  at  the  decease  of 
the  said  John  Blomfield,  my  husband,  then,  and  in  that  case  happening, 
I  do,  by  this  ray  will,  give,  devise,  direct,  and  appoint  all  and  every  the 
aforesaid  copyhold  messuage,  lands,  tenements,  meadows,  pastures,  here« 
ditaments,  and  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto  my  iather-in-law 
John  Blomfield,  the  elder,  of  Dedham,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  his  heirs 
and  ^assigns,  in  trust,  nevertheless,  and  to  the  intent  and  purpose,     1**502 
that  the  said  John  Blomfield  the  elder,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  (as 
soon  as  may  be  after  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Blomfield,  my  husband,) 
shall  absolutely  sell  and  dispose  of  all  and  singular  the  aforesaid  copyhold 
messuage,  lands,  and  tenements,  meadows,  pastures,  hereditaments,  and 
premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  and  surrender  or  cause  the  same  to  be 
surrendered  unto  any  person  or  persons,  and  their  heirs  for  ever,  who  shall 
be  willing  to  purchase  the  same  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  at  and 
for  a  valuable  price  or  consideration  or  purchase-money  for  the  same  pre- 
mises; and  I  will,  order,  give,  direct,  and  appoint  such  purchase-money, 
so  to  be  made  and  arise  upon  the  absolute  sale  of  the  premises  as  afore- 
said, to  be  applied  and  paid  unto  the  several  persons,  and  in  the  manner 
next  hereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  to  my  aunt  Mrs.  Frances  Hol- 
man  the  sum  of  50/.,  part  of  the  purchase-money ;  to  my  uncle  Mr.  Wil- 
liam Chaplin,  the  sum  of  50/.,  more  part  thereof;  to  my  cousin  Richard 
Chaplin  (son  of  the  said  William  Chaplin)  the  sum  of  50/.,  more  part 
thereof;  to  my  cousin  Chaplin  Holman,  the  sum  of  50/.,  more  part  thereof; 
to  my  mother-in-law  Mrs.  Jane  Blomfield,  the  sum  of  50/.,  more  part 
thereof;  to  Mrs.  Mary  Blomfield,  Mrs.  Sarah  Blomfield,  Mrs.  Jane  Blom- 
fidd,  Mrs.  Hannah  Blomfield,  and  Mrs.  Rebecca  Blomfield,  the  five  sisters 
of  the  said  John  Blomfield,  my  husband,  to  each  and  every  one  of  them 
the  8tim  of  50/.,  more  part  thereof:  And,  as  to  the  residue  and  remainder 
of  stich  purchase-money  to  arise  and  be  made  upon  sale  of  the  said  copy- 
hold premises  as  aforesaid,  I  give,  devise,  bequeath,  direct,  and  appoint 
fte  same  unto  my  said  father-in-law  John  Blomfield  the  elder,  and  to  hi^ 
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use  and  clisposa).  And  I,  the  said  Mary  Blomfield^  da  herebj  ratify  and 
eonfirm  this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament  as  concerning  the  above 
*5631  ^^y^o'd  premises  so  by  me  'surrendered  as  above  mentioned^ 
with  the  intent  that  the  lord  of  the  manor  abovesaid  diall  regraot 
the  same  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  as  direistf  d  and  appointed 
by  this  my  said  will  and  testament.  Also,  I  give  aHflrbequeath  all  that 
toy  estate  which  came  to  me  by  the  death  of  my  late  uncle  Mr.  Daniel 
Sidai  to  my  beloved  husband  John  Blomfield^tohis  heirs  and  assigns,  ibr 
ever.     In  witness,^'  &.C. 

The  surrender  in  the  said  will  mentioned,  of  the  2d  of  August,  1764, 
and  the  property  therein  also  first  mentioned,  were  and  are  the  surrender 
to  uses  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  the  premises  in  the  declaration  men^ 
tioned.  The  estate  in  the  said  will  mentioned  as  having  come  to  Maiy 
Blomfield  by  the  death  of  her  said  uncle  Daniel  Sida,  is  another  and  dif- 
ferent property. 

On  the  16th  of  March,  1767,  the  said  John  Blomfield  and  Mary,  his 
wife,  were,  at  a  court  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  according  to  the  custom 
thereof,  duly  admitted  to  the  said  customary  tenements,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, pursuant  to  the  said  surrender  to  uses,  of  the  2d  of  August, 
1764,  to  hold  the  same  to  the  uses  and  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  the 
said  surrender. 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1767,  William  Bbmfield,  the  second  son  of  the  said 
marriage,  died. 

There  were  afterwards  five  other  children  of  the  marriage,  namely, 
William,  (the  second  of  that  name,)  Mary,  Samuel,  Henry  and  Sarah, 
some  of  whom  are  still  living. 

On  the  19th  of  June,  1782,  Mary  Blomfield  died,  without  revoking  or 
altering  her  said  will. 

*  On  the  27th  of  December,  1782,  administration  with  the  will  annexed 
was  duly  granted  to  John  Blomfield,  the  husband  of  Mary  Blomfield. 

On  the  3d  of  February,  1801,  John  Blomfield  the  younger,  the  eldest 
son  of  the  said  John  and  Mary,  was,  at  a  coujrt  of  the  lord  of  the  said 
*5641  '"^^'^^  admitted,  ^according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  to  the 
reversion  or  remainder  in  fee  immediately  expectant  on  the  death 
of  John  Blomfield,  his  father,  in  and  to  the  aforesaid  premises,  to  hold  to 
him  the  said  John  Blomfield  the  son,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  immediatelj 
from  and  afler  the  decease  of  John  Blomfield  the  father,  pursuant  to  the 
said  surrender  and  will  of  Mary  Blomfield,  his  mother,  deceased. 

On  the  26th  of  June,  1814,  John  Blomfield  the  younger  intermarried 
with  Elizabeth  Goodyear,  the  mother  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  On  the 
18th  of  July,  1820,  Benjamin  Goodyear  Blomfield,  the  lessor  of  the  plaia* 
tiff,  was  born,  and  was  the  youngest  son  of  the  said  John  Blomfield  the 
younger. 

On  the  20th  of  July,  1820,  John  Blomfield  the  younger,  the  son  of  the 
said  Mary,  the  testatrix,  and  the  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiffi  died  intei* 
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tate,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father  John,  the  husbaitd  of  the  said  Mary, 
learing  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  his  youngest  son  and  customary  heir  by 
the  immemorial  custom  of  the  said  manor,  him  surviving. 

On  the  6th  of  September,  1820,  John  Blomfield,  the  husband  of  the 
said  Mary,  and  grandfather  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  died,  having  been, 
until  his  death,  in  possession  of  the  premises.  Ailer  the  death  of  John 
Blomfield,  the  husband  of  the  said  Mary,  and  on  the  21st  of  February,* 
1821,  at  a  court-baron  then  held  for  the  said  manor,  the  homage  presented 
the  said  surrender  of  the  2d  of  August,  1764,  and  the  marriage  of  the 
said  Mary  Sida  and  John  Blomfield ;  and  that  there  was  issue  of  the  said 
marriage  six  children,  to  wit,  the  said  John^  William,  Marys  Samuel,' 
Henry,  and  Sarah ;  and  that  the  said  Mary  Blomfield  (formerly  Mary  Sida) 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  without  having  made  any  appointment 
or  disposition,  by  deed  or  will  of  the  said  premises,  leaving  six  children- 
*her  surviving;  and  that  John  and  Henry,  two  of  the  said  ehil-  r«5g5 
dren,  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  John  Blomfield,  their  father ;  and 
that,  on  the  1st  of  November  then  last,  at  a  court  &en  held,  the  death  of 
John  Blomfield,  the  father,  had  been  presented,  and  the  first  proclamation' 
made,  and,  at  another  court,  held  on  the  1st  of  December  then  hist,  the 
second  proclamation  had  been  made. 

The  case  then  stated  the  admittance,  at  the  same  court,  of  William- 
Blomfield,  May  Fitch,  Samuel  Blomfield,  and  Sarah  Rouse,  (sons  antl 
daughters  of  John  Blomfield  and  Mary  his  wife,)  and  also  of  Mary  Blom- 
field, (daughter  of  Henry  Blomfield,  deceased,)  respectively,  to  one-sistb 
of  the  premises,  pursuant  to  the  surrender  of  the  2d  of  August,  1764. 

Between  the  months  of  February,  1821,  and  March,  1823,  Mary  Blom-^ 
field,  the  only  child  and  heiress- at-law  of  Henry  Blomfield,  (the  son,)  mar- 
ried one  Kidd,  and  afterwards,  and  before  March,  1823,  died  without 
leaving  issue. . 

At  a  court  holden  for  the  manor,  on  the  18th  of  March,  1823,  the  hom- 
age presented  the  admission  (as  above)  of  Mary  Kidd,  late  Mary  Blom- 
field, (the  daughter  of  Henry  Blomfield,)  and  her  death;  and  thereaponi 
Samuel  Blomfield,  youngest  son  and  heir-at-law  of  John  and  Mary  Blom*^ 
field,  formerly  Mary  Sida,  the  said  Mary  Kidd  having  died  without  issue, 
was  admitted  to  one-sixth  part  of,  or  share  in,  the  said  premises,  to  holdf 
to  him,  Samuel  Blomfield,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

In  the  year  1824,  the  present  defendant  purchased  the  interest  of  all 
the  said  parties  in  the  premises,  except  the  interest  of  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintifli;  Benjamin  Goodyear  Blomfield.  On  the  14th  of  December,  1824, 
*  deed  of  covenant  was  executed  [a  copy  of  which  accompanied  the  case] ; 
and  afterwards,  on  the  •14th  of  December,  1824,  a  surrender  was  r^g^g 
made,  and  recovery  suffered,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  deed  of  *" 
covenant ;  and  the  defendant  was  thereupon  admitted  to  the  premises,  except 
^c  share  of  the  said  Benjamin  Goodyear  Blomfield,  accordingly,  to  hold 
'  hiiQ,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
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manor,  and  entered  into  the  possession  thereof,  and  continued  in  the  poi« 
session  or  enjoyment  of  the  same  antil  the  present  ejectment  was  brought 
in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1845. 

There  was  a  custom  in  the  manor  to  appoint  guardians.  Mr.  W.  C. 
Rouse  was  appointed  guardian  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  year  1826,  a  lease  was  also  grantec^.by  Rouse,  who  purported 
to  act  as  the  guardian  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,,  to  the  defendant,  of  tlie 
one-seventh  share  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  premises;  which 
lease  had  expired  before  the  ejectment  was  brought. 

The  declaration  in  this  ejectment  contained  two  demises  in  the  name 
of  the  said  Benjamin  Goodyear  Blomfield,  m.  one  on  the  1st  of  January, 
1825,  and  the  other  on  the  1st  of  September,  1841. 

The  defendant  defended  the  ejectment,  as  landlord,  for  six-sevenths  of 
the  property. 

On  the  trial,  lease,  entry,  and  ouster,  and  possession,  were  admitted,  as  to 
six-sevenths  of  the  property ;  but  the  defendant's  counsel  contended  that  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  such  six-sevenths  on  the 
following  grounds — first,  because  the  appointment  by  the  said  Mary  was 
made  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  and  the  said  surrender  to  uses  of  the 
2d  of  Augrust,  1764,  contained  no  dispensation  of  the  coverture  of  the 
said  Mary — secondly,  that  the  appointment  by  the  said  Mary  in  and 
by  her  said  will,  was  void  for  excess, — in  attempting  to  benefit  persons 
not  objects  of  the  power  created  by  the  said  surrender — thirdly,  that 
*5671  *^^  ^'^  ^^^^  Blomfield,  the  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifl^ 
was  to  take  under  the  said  appointment  only  in  the  event  of  his 
being  alive  at  the  death  of  his  father,  whom  he  did  not  survive ;  or,  that 
any  interest  he  would  otherwise  have  taken,  was  divested  or  defeated  by 
his  death  in  his  father^s  lifetime — lastly,  that  there  was  no  surrender  to  die 
uses  of  the  said  will. 

If,  on  all  or  any  of  the  said  grounds,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  die 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  said  six-sevenths  of  the  pro- 
perty in  question,  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  set  aside,  and  a  ver- 
dict entered  for  the  defendant ;  if  otherwise,  it  is  to  stand  for  the  plaintiC 

Any  of  the  surrenders,  admittances,  or  other  documents  mentioned  in 
tiie  ease,  are  to  be  referred  to,  if  necessary.  The  court  are  to  be  at  liberty 
to  draw  any  inferences  from  the  facts  stated ;  and,  if  either  party  shall  so 
desire,  the  &cts  are  to  be  stated  in  the  fi)rm  of  a  special  verdict,  which  is 
to  be  entered  accordingly. 

ChawnMy  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  WUUi^)  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  first  question  is,  vdiether  the  deed  giving  the  power  of  appointment 
to  Mary  Sida,  authorized  an  appointment  by  her  during  coverture.  It  is 
submitted  that  the  words  «<  notwithstanding  her  coverture,''  or  «  whether 
covert  or  sole,"  were  not  necessary ;  or,  if  necessary,  that  they  may  be 
inferred ;  for»  unless  the  power  could  be  exercised  during  coverture»  it 
could  only  be  available  in  the  event  of  Mrs.  Blomfield's  surmnng  her 
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Ausband ;  and  this  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  consistent  with  the  intentioa 
of  the  parties.  In  Driver  d.  Berry  t.  Thompson^  4  Taunt,  294,  it  was 
heldf  that,  if  a  copyhold  be  surrendered  *to  such  uses  as  a  feme  f^Qg 
covert  shall  by  will  or  codicil  appoint,  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  ^ 
will,  th9ugh  made  by  her  living  her  husband,  is  a  good  execution.  The 
words,  the  absence  of  which  will  be  relied  on  here,  were  also  wanting 
there.  [Maule,  J.  But  there  were  the  words  **at  any  time  thereafter," 
&e.]  In  Sugden  on  Powers,  7th  edit.  p.  183,  it  is  said :  « It  must  be 
remarked,  that,  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Bich  v.  Beaumont^  6  Bro. 
C.  P.  162,  2d  ed.,(a)  it  has  been  sometimes  considered  doubtful  whether 
a  power  given  to  a  feme  sole  was  not  suspended  by  her  marriage.  The 
settlement  in  that  case  was  made  by  a  single  woman,  and  powers  were 
given  to  her,  to  be  executed  by  deed  or  will :  she  afterwards  married,  and, 
during  her  coverture,  exercised  the  powers  by  will.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by 
the  appointee,  to  establish  the  execution  of  the  power,  Lord  King  dis- 
missed it,  on  the  ground  that  the  remedy  lay  at  law ;  but,  upon  appeal  to 
the  House  of  Lords,  the  dismission  was  reversed,  and  the  court  of  Chan? 
ceiy  was  directed  to  state  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  King's 
Bench ;  but  it  has  never  been  ascertained  what  ultimately  became  of  the. 
case.  The  case,  however,  has  frequently  been  cited  as  an  authority  that 
a  feme  covert  may  exercise  such  a  power.(6)  In  one  case,(c)  Lord  Hard- 
wicKE  said :  *  It  has  been  determinsd  in  this  court  that  a  feme  covert  can 
execute  a  power,  as  in  Travel  v.  Travel  {d)  and  in  Rich  v.  Beaumonif  where 
the  lords  sent  a  case  to  B.  R.  for  their  opinion,  which  they  never  did  before ;' 
and,  in  another  case,  he  observed  that  it  had  been  disputed  whether  ^feme 
covert  could  execute  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  it  was  held  she 
*might,  by  the  House  of  Lords^  with  the  advice  of  the  judges,  in  r«gcQ 
Bick  v.  Beaumont :  that  was  a  general  power.  But,  in  the  case 
before  him,  he  observed  that  the  question  could  not  arise,  because  the 
power  was  expressly  to  be  executed,  whether  covert  or  sole,{e)  So  that 
he  treated  Bich  v.  Beaumont  as  an  authority,  where  no  expression  indicated 
that  the  coverture  was  not  to  be  an  obstacle ;  and  this  places  the  point 
upon  the  ground,  not  of  the  husband's  rights,  but  of  the  donor's  inten- 
tion; and,  in  another  case,  it  is  expresdy  stated,  arguendojljg)  that  a  case 
was  sent  from  the  court  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  B.  R.,  where  it  was 
held  a  good  appobUmeni.  But,  whatever  was  the  decision  in  this  case,  the 
law  is  now  clearly  settled,  that  a  feme  covert  may  execute  a  power  given 
to  her  whilst  «ofe."  In  Hearle  v.  Greenhanky  3  Atk.  695,  the  question  was 
whether  an  appointment  by  an  infant  married  woman  was  good ;  and  Lord 
Haedwickx  observed :  <<  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  have  gone  further. 


U\  And  Bee  4  Vin.  Abr.  168,  pi.  36,  ^Uh  ▼.  Btamnont, 
(6)  See  3  Atk.  711,  Domu  ▼.  Tmfinm,  4  Rom.  334. 
{A  See  3  YeiL  MR.  101. 

0)  Cited  3  Yes.  ■en.  101,  and  reported  hj  the  name  of  SdaUr  ▼.  TVovd;  3  Yin.  Abr.  427. 

[0  3  Ld.  Ken.  82. 

(f)  3  Vet.  wn.  64:  and  Me  1  Yml  ten.  30a^  30(L 
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and  insisted  that  a  feme  covert  maj  exercise  such  a  power,  and  cited  the 
case  of  Rich  ▼.  Beaumont y  in  the  House  of  Lords.  It  wag  so  determined 
in  the  case  of  Lady  Travel^  before  Lord  Chancellor  King.*'  In  the  pre- 
sent case,  the  surrender  was  of  the  estate  of  the  wife ;  and  it  would  be 
most  materially  and  unwarrantably  cutting  down  the  evident  intent  of  the 
surrenderor,  to  hold  that  the  power  could  only  be  well  executed  by  her 
when  sole. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  appointment  is  void  for  excess,  in 
attempting  to  benefit  persons  not  properly  objects  of  the  power.  An 
appointment  is  not  necessarily  void  because  some  of  its  limitations  are 
itteapable  of  being  supported.  In  Doe  d.  J\ltcholson  v.  Welford^  12  Ad. 
*5701  ^  ^-  ®  ^  >  under  a  power  to  appoint  to  any  one  or  more  of  the  •ap- 
pointer's  childreUj  an  appointment  to  £.,  his  daughter,  with  limi- 
tations over  to  her  daughter,  was  held  good  as  toE.,  though  void  as  to  the 
grandchild.  So,  in  HewU  v.  Lord  Dacre^  2  Keen,  622,  A.,  a  widow, 
having  a  power  of  appointing  a  fund  amongst  her  children,  by  her  will, 
Appointed  shares  to  certain  of  her  children  for  life,  with  reuainder  to  their 
children;  and,  in  case  any  of  her  children  died  in  her  lifetime,  she 
gave  the  share  to  his  or  her  issue ;  and,  in  case  there  should  be  no  issap, 
the  survivors  of  A.'s  children  were  to  take :  and  it  was  held  that  the  ap- 
pointment to  the  grandchildren  was  void,  but  that  the  alternative  gift  over 
to  the  surviving  children,  in  case  any  died  in  the  testatrix's  lifetime  without 
issue,  was  valid.  The  courts  have  always  construed  appointments  by  vrill 
more  favourably  than  those  by  deed.  Adams  v.  JldamSy  Cowp.  651, (a) 
is  also  an  instance  of  a  power  the  execution  of  which  was  held  void  only 
so  far  as  the  excess.  In  Brudenell  v.  Elwes^  1  East,  442,  7  Ves.  jun.  382, 
the  estate  was  settled  on  the  husband  for  life,  remainder  to  the  wife  ftf 
life,  remainder  to  the  children,  as  the  husband  and  wife,  or  the  survivor, 
i!ihould  appoint ;  and,  in  de&ult  of  appointment,  to  the  first  and  other  sons 
successively  in  tail-male ;  remainder  to  the  husband's  right  heirs.  By  a 
joint  appointment,  a  portion  of  the  estate  was  appointed  to  a  daughter,  ia 
fee,  to  raise  1000/.  for  one  of  the  sons,  with  a  power  of  revocation  and 
new  appointment  in  the  husband  and  wife,  and  the  survivor,  amongst  the 
children.  The  wife,  who  survived,  revoked  the  appointment  to  the  daugh- 
ter, (but  without  prejudice  to  the  payment  of  the  1000/.,)  and  appointed 
new  uses,  some  of  which  were  void,  as  not  being  authorized  by  the  power; 
and  it  was  decided,  that,  subject  to  the  estates  well  created  by  that  ap- 
•571 1  P^ii^tn^cn^ — being  successive  *life-estates  to  the  daughter  and  one 
■'  of  the  sons, — the  estate  went,  as  in  default  of  appointment,  accord' 
ing  to  the  directions  of  theorigirial  settlement^  viz.  to  the  sons  successively 
in  tail-male,  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  father.  The  revocation, 
therefore,  was  held  to  be  absolute,  although  the  appointment  was  only 
partially  valid..    The  master  was  of  a  contrary  opinion;  but  the  court  of 

(a)  Cited  2  Sugden  on  Powers,  7Ui  iedit  p.  48. 
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King's  Bench  certified  irv  favour  of  a  total  revocation,  and  the  Lord  Chan* 
cellor  adopted  their  certificate. 

It  will  be  said  that  John  Blomfield  the  son  did  not,  under  this  appoint- 
ment, take  an  absolute  estate  in  fee,  but  only  on  the  contingency  of  his 
surviving  his  father.  -  The  words  ((from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  hus- 
band," do  not  limit  the  time  of  vesting  of  the  es'^te,  but  refer  only  to  the 
period  of  enjoyment.  The  intention  of  the  appointor  was,  to  benefit  her 
son  John  and  his  issue,  and  at  the  same  time  to  benefit  his  brother  William. 
If  the  interest  of  John  Blomfield  was  not  a  vested  interest,  William  would 
lose  his  200/.,  unless  his  brother  John  survived  his  father.  [Maule,  J. 
The  words  are  express,  that,  ((in  case  it  shall  happen  that  neither  of  my 
sons  aforesaid  shall  be  living  at  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Blomfield, 
my  husband,^'  the  estate  shall  go  over.]  The  leaning  of  the  courts  has 
always  been  to  construe  estates  to  be  vested,  if  it  be  possible :  Wrightson 
V.  Macauleyy  14  M.  &  W.  214.  The  circumstance  of  the  husband's  having 
a  life-estate  here,  accounts  for  the  insertion  of  the  words  ((from  and  after 
the  decease  of  my  husband."  The  subsequent  limitations,  being  void, 
may  be  considered  as  being  out  of  the  will  altogether.  [Cresswell,  J. 
It  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  limitation  over  is  to  be  excluded,  when  it  is  a 
question  of  construction  upon  the  whole  intent  of  the  will.] 

As  to  the  last  point,  it  can  hardly  arise;  for,  the  ^instrument,  if  r^r.'jo 
operative  at  all,  operates  in  the  nature  of  a  will. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Bovil,)  for  the  defendant.  The  argu- 
ment resolves  itself  into  two  points — first,  whether  the  power  in  question  was 
well  executed,  being  executed  during  coverture,  and  there  being  no  express 
dispensation  with  the  disability  of  coverture— secondly,  whether  John  Blom- 
field, the  son,  took  a  vested  estate,  or,  if  vested,  whether  it  was  not  divested 
by  his  death  and  that  of  his  brother  William  during  the  life  of  the  father. 

1.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  powefpurely  collateral ;  it  is  a  power  coupled 
with  an  interest ;  all  the  estates  failing,  the  ultimate  limitation  is  to  the 
wife  in  fee.  That  distinguishes  the  present  case  from  Driver  d.  Berry  v. 
ThmpsoHy  and  other  cases,  where  it  has  been  held  that  a  married  woman 
may,  without  express  words  of  dispensation,  exercise  a  power  notwithstand- 
ing her  coverture.  The  settlement  provides,  that,  in  the  event  of  no  ap- 
poiatOient  being  made,  the  estate  shall  go  equally  amongst  the  children  of 
the  marriage.  So  long  as  the  husband  lived,  there  would  be  uncertainty  as 
to  the  number  of  children  that  might  result  from  the  marriage :  there  is^ 
therefore,  no  reason  why  the  power  of  appointment  should  not  be  suspended 
(luring  coverture.  It  is  true  that  Sir  E.  Sugden  strongly  inclines  to  the 
opinion  that  a  power  may  be  exercised  by  a  married  woman  during  Go^ 
^crture,  though  coupled  with  an  interest.  It  is,  however,  a  point  upon 
which  conveyancers «are  divided.  Mr.  Preston  takes  the  contrary  vieW^ 
He  says:(a)  ((The  opinion  which  prevails  at  present,  is,  that  a  power 
coupled  with  an  interest,  and  vested  in  a  marri^  woman,  may  be  executed 

(a)  1  Preston  on  Abstracts,  339. 
VOL.  lu  4&  2  6  2 
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*5731  ^y  ^^^  Muring  coverture.  Lord  HARDw:iCKE(a)  refers  to  the  case 
of  Beaumont  v.  Richy{b)  as  having  decided  this  point.  He  abo 
refers  to  the  case  oi  Lady  Travel;  and  Mr.  Sugden,  in  his  valuable  Essay 
on  Powers,  has  quoted  a  long  list  of  cases  in  support  of  a  like  doctrine. 
The  case  of  Lady  Travel  has  not  been  found ;  and  the  case  of  Beaxanoni 
V.  Bich^  instead  of  having  decided  the  point,  left  it,  as  far  as  an  opinion 
can  be  formed  from  the  reports,. in  doubt:  and  all  the  other  cases  are  io* 
stances  of  powers  to  lease ;  and  such  powers  are,  from  their  nature,  to  be 
exercised  during  coverture ;  since  it  is  manifestly  for  the  benefit  of  tbe 
married  woman,  and  of  the  persons  in  remainder  or  reversion,  that  the 
property  should  be  duly  and  properly  tenanted.  It  is  too  much,  then,  to 
consider  it  to  be  clear,  that  a  power  given  to  a  woman  by  way  of  interest 
is,  without  a  dispensation,  in  terms  or  by  circumstances,  with  the  disability 
of  coverture,  exercisable  with  efiect  while  she  is  under  coverture."  And 
in  Watkins  on  Conveyancing,  9th  edit.,  by  White,  432,  n.,  it  is  said  that 
<«it  is  clearly  settled,  that  a  married  woman  may  exercise  a  power  simply 
collateral,  though  no  special  words  are  used  to  dispense  with  the  disability 
of  coverture ;  and  that,  if  there  be  an  express  dispensation  with  the  cover- 
ture, she  may  exercise  powers  coupled  with  an  interest ;  but,  with  regard 
to  powers  coupled  with  an  interest,  where  the  coverture  is  not  entirely  dis- 
pensed with,  there,  is  no  decision  on  the  point ;  the  prevailing  opinioB, 
however,  is,  that  she  can  exercise  such  powers  also. "(c)  And  see  the 
authorities  collected  in  a  note  to  the  case  of  Grange  v.  Fiving^  Bridgman^s 
Notes,  108.  There  being,  therefore,  no  case  in  which  it  has  been 
*5741  *^^^^  ^^^  ^  power  like  this  can  be  exercised  by  a  married  woman 
daring  her  coverture,  without  words  of  express  dispensation,  the 
appointment  here  is  altogether  void. 

2.  There  is  an  undoubted  excess  in  the  execution  of  this  power,  the  grand* 
father  not  being  in  any  degree  an  objectof  the  settlement.  It  is  not  disputed, 
that,  where  a  certain  quantity  of  interest  ia  disposed  of  under  a  power,  and 
it  is  sought  to  dispose  of  the  rest  in  a  manner  not  warranted  by  thepower, 
the  execution  may  be  good  pro  ianto.  But,  here,  that  which  vitiates  the  ex^ 
oution  is  engrailed  upon  and  forms  part  of  it.  In  Sadler  v.  Prait^  5  Simons, 
632,  a  lady  having  four  children  by  her  first  husband,  and  three  by  her 
Becond,  and  having  power  to  appoint  a  fund  amongst  the  former  only,  ap- 
pointed it  amongst  all  her  children  equally,  and  declared,  that,  if  her  chil- 
dten  by  her  first  husband  should  refuse  to  share  the  fund  with  her  other 
children,  the  whole  fund  should  go  to  her  youngest  child  by  her  first  husband : 
and  it  was  held  by  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.  C,  that  the  appointment  was  not 
wholly  void,  but  that  the  first  class  of  children  took  each  one-seventh  of  tbe 
fiind  under  it,  and  that  the  other  shares  went  to  them,  as  in  default  of  ap* 
poiutment.  Brudenell  v.  Elwes  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  defendant: 

(a)  3  Atk.  711.  (6)  IHeh  y.  Beaumoni,  6  Bio.  P.  C.  1S2,  Sd  edito. 

(c)  Citing  1  Sagi  <m  Towen,  6tb  edit  185, 104;  1  Prest  Abstr.  340,*  Co,  Lttt.  fagr  Baignv<^ 
112, «,  n.  ^ 
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theexecution  of  the  power  washeld  bad  in  all  beyond  the  limitation  to  tfaeson. 
The  principle  now  contended  for  is  yet  more  strongly  exemplified  in  Denn 
d.  Radclyji  v.  BagshaWy  6  T.  R.  512.  In  Mams  t.  Adams^  that  which 
was  well  done  in  exercise  of  the  power,  was  not  at  all  involved  in  that 
which  was  ill  done.  The  same  remark  applies  to  Alexander  y.  Alexander^ 
2  Ves.  sen.  640,  and  Rotittedge  v.  Dorrilf  2  Ves.  jun.  357.  Here,  the 
attempt  to  benefit  the  grandfather  forms  part  and  ^parcel  of  the  r^M^ 
appointment :  and,  though  the  attempt  is  abortive,  it  cannot  operate 
to  supply  a  new  intention  in  the  appointor.  If  John  Blomfield  the  son  took 
a  vested  interest,  the  conditional  limitation  to  the  grandfather  could  not 
take  efiect.  [Maule,  J.  It  may  have  been  a  vested  interest,  subject  to 
be  devested  on  the  happening  of  the  contingency  adverted  to.  The  ques* 
tion  is,  whether  that  estate  is  defeated  by  the  subsequent  limitation,  though 
such  subsequent  limitation  cannot  itself  take  effect.]  The  estate  is  given 
to  John  Blomfield,  the  son,  expressly  and  only  upon  the  supposition  that 
the  appointor  can  give  it  contingently  to  the  grandfather.  Her  obvious 
intention  was,  to  give  the  estate  to  her  son  John,  only  in  the  event  of  his 
surviving  his  father,  coupling  that  with  an  event  over  which  her  power  did 
not  extend ;  and  therefore  she  has  not  given  it  to  him  at  all. 

ChanneUy  Serjt.,  in  reply.  If  the  wife's  right  to  exercise  the  power 
during  coverture,  is  to  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  husband,  there  is 
strong  reason  here  to  assume  that  he  intended  that  it  should  be  so  exer* 
cised.  As  to  the  second  point,  no  doubt  could  have  arisen  had  John 
Blomfield,  the  son,  survived  his  father :  and  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  must  be  the  same  as  if  John  were  now  living.  As  to  the  third 
point,  the  argument  on  the  other  side  is,  that  the  estate  did  not  vest  in  John, 
or  that,  if  vested,  it  was  devested,  in  the  events  that  have  happened,  by 
the  conditional  limitation.  But  it  is  submitted  that  the  interest  could  not 
be  devested  by  a  conditional  limitation  that  is  void.  In  Watkins  on  Con* 
veyancing,  9th  edit.,  c.  15,  p.  214,  it  is  said:  <(A  remainder  is  to  co$ir^ 
mence  when  the  particular  estate  is,  from  its  very  nature,  to  determine ;  it 
is,  as  it  were,  a  ^continuance  of  the  same  estate ;  it  is  a  part  of  r^g^^ 
(he  same  whole.  A  conditional  limitation  is  not  a  continuance  of 
the  estate  first  limited ;  but  it  is  entirely  a  different  and  separate  estate. 
It  is  not  to  commence  on  the  determination  of  the  first;  but  the  first  is  to 
determine  when  the  latter  commences.  It  is  the  commencement  of  the 
latter  which  rescinds  and  destroys  the  former,  and  not  (he  ceasing  of  the 
former  which  gives  existence  to  the  last.^'  Here,  the  subsequent  Umita* 
tion  never  took  efiect  at  all ;  and  therefore  the  former. estate  remains.  It 
is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  will  of  Mrs.  Blomfield  was  made  when 
two  children  of  the  marriage  only  existed.  It  was  under  that  supposition 
that  the  power  was  executed.  '  Cur.  adv.  vuU* 

CoLTiiAN,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  .CQturt(a) 

(«)  His  brdihip  intimated  f  hal  it  was  to  be  ooosidered  as  the  judgment  of  Maule  and  Cress* 
^^  Js  and  himself;  the  late  chief  justioe  not  having  expressed  .any^iq^inion  upon  the  csair 


S76  Doe  d.  Blomfield  v.  Eyre.  M.  T.  1846. 

This  case,  which  was  heard  before  the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal, 
my  brothers  Maulc  and  Cresswell,  and  myself,  was  an  ejectment  brought 
for  the  recovery  of  six-sevenths  of  certain  copyhold  lands,  of  which  one 
Mary  Sida  was  formerly  seised  in  fee  at  the  will  of  the  lord  of  the  manor 
of  Overhall  and  Netherhall,  and  which  she  had,  on  the  2d  of  August, 

1764,  surrendered,  to  the  intent  that  the  lord  should  regrant  the  same  to 
the  use  of  Mary  Sida,  until  a  marriage  intended  should  be  solemnized 
between  her  the  said  Mary  Sida  and  John  Blomfield  the  younger;  and, 
from  and  after  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage,  to  the  use  of  John  Blom- 
field, for  life ;  and,  after  his  decease,  to  the  said  Mary  Sida  and  her  assigns 

*5771  ^^^  ^^^  '^'^  »  ^^^^  ^^^'^  ^^^  decease,  to  the  •use  of  such  child  and 
children  of  the  body  of  Mary  Sida  by  the  said  John  Blomfield  to 
be  begotten,  and  for  such  estate  and  estates  or  other  interests,  and  in  such 
parts,  shares,  and  proportions,  manner  and  form,  charged  and  chargeable 
with  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  for  any  other  of  their  children,  as  she  the 
said  Mary,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  writing  or  writings,  to  be  by  her  sealed 
and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more  witnesses, 
or  by  her  last  will  or  testament  in  writing,  to  be  by  her  signed,  sealed,  and 
published  as  such,  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  three  or  more  wit- 
nesses, shall  or  may  limit,  declare,  devise,  direct,  or  appoint ;  and,  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  all  the  children  of  the  marriage,  io 
equal  shares ;  and,  in  default  of  children,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Mary,  her 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever. 

The  marriage  took  place  on  the  9th  of  August,  1764.     In  November, 

1765,  John  Blomfield,  the  eldest  son^f  the  marriage,  was  born  ;  and  in 
November,  1766,  William,  the  second  son  of  the  marriage,  was  born. 

On  the  5th  of  January,  1767,  there  being  then  no  other  children  of  the 
marriage,  the  said  Mary  Blomfield  made  her  will,  signed,  sealed,  and 
published  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  three  witnesses  ;  and  thereby 
gave,  directed,  and  appointed  the  said  copyhold  lands  unto  her  son,  John 
Blomfield,  and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  from  and  after  the  decease 
of  her  husband  John  Blomfield,  but,  nevertheless,  on  condition  that  the 
said  John  Blomfield  should  pay  to  her  other  son,  William  Blomfield,  200/., 
within  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  decease  of  her  husband,  in  case  her  son 
William  Blomfield  were  then  living  and  twenty-one  years  of  age  ;  but,  if 
he  should  then  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  the  said  200/.  should  be 
paid  him  by  her  son  John  as  soon  as  he  should  come  to  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years.  But,  in  case  it  should  happen  that  neither  of  her  sons 
^pL^o-y  *aforesaid  should  be  living  at  the  decease  of  her  husband,  then 
■*  and  in  that  case  she  by  that  her  will  gave,  devised,  directed,  and 
appointed  all  the  said  copyhold  lands  to  her  father-in-law,  John  Blomfield 
the  elder,  of  Dedham,  on  certain  trusts  therein  mentioned. 

On  the  16th  of  March,  1767,  the  said  John  Blomfield  and  Mary,  his 
wife,  were  duly  admitted  to  the  said  copyhold  lands,  pursuant  to  the  sur- 
tender,  to.  hold  the.  same  to  the  uses  and  in  -the  manner  mentioned  in  the 
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said  surrender.  On  the  6th  of  July,  1767,  William  Blomfielcl,  the  second 
son  of  the  marriage,  died.  There  were  afterwards  five  other  children  of 
the  marriage.  In  June,  1782,  Mary  Blomfield  died,  without  having  altered 
her  will.  On  the  20th  of  July,  1820,  John  Blomfield,  the  son  of  Mary, 
the  testatrix,  died ;  and,  on  the  6th  of  September  in  the  same  year,  John 
Blomfield,  the  husband,  died.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  youngest 
son,  and  customary  heir,  of  John  Blomfield,  the  eldest  son  of  the  mar- 
riage; and,  as  such,  claimed  the  entirety  of  the  said  copyhold  lands,  as 
having  been  efTectually  appointed  to  John  Blomfield,  the  son,  in  fee. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendant,  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  resisted,  on 
the  ground  that,  the  original  surrender  not  containing  any  express  clause 
empowering  Mrs.  Blomfield  to  make  an  appointment  during  coverture, 
the  appointment  was  void  on  that  ground.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that 
this  objection  is  not  valid.  In  Sir  Edward  Sugden's  treatise  on  Powers, 
7th  edit.,  vol.  i.  p.  184,  it  is  said:  ((It  has  long  been  firmly  settled,  that 
a  married  woman  may  execute  a  power,  whether  appendant,  in  gross,  or 
simply  collateral;"  and,  although  a  doubt  has  been  expressed,  in  Preston 
on  Abstracts,  vol.  i.,  p.  340,  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  position,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  authorities  referred  to  by  Sir  Edward  Sugden  bear  out 
his  statement. 

^But  it  wks  further  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  r«579 
the  appointment  was  void,  being  made  to  persons  to  whom  there 
A'as  no  power  to  appoint.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  admitted, 
ihat,  as  far  as  there  was  an  estate  limited  to  John  Blomfield,  the  father-in- 
law,  the  appointment  was  invalid ;  but  that  an  appointment  might  be.good 
as  to  part,  though  void  as  to  other  part,  as  in  Doe  d.  J\/tcholson  v.  Wei' 
fordy  12  Ad.  &  E.  61 :  and  here  it  was  said  that  the  appointment  to  John 
Blomfield,  the  son,  in  fee,  in  the  first  instance,  was  within  the  power,  and 
therefore  valid  ;  and  that  it  ought  not  to  be  considered  as  invalidated  by 
the  subsequent  appointment  to  one  not  within  the  limits  of  the  power. 

It  may  be  admitted,  that,  where  that  part  of  the  appointment  which  is 
Avithin  the  power  can  be  separated  from  that  which  is  excessive,  so  as  to 
leave  the  good  part  wholly  unafifected  and  independent  of  that  which  is 
bad,  so  much  as  is  within  the  power  may.  be  supported,  though  the  re- 
mainder is  rejected :  but  the  case  appears  to  us  to  be  otherwise  when  the 
extent  and  effect  of  so  much  as  is  within  the  power  is  greater  or  less, 
according  as  the  remainder  is  valid  or  invalid.  In  the  present  case,  it  is 
contended  that  there  is  a  good  appointment  in  fee  to  John,  the  son :  but 
the  validity  of  this  appointment  in  fee  will  depend  on  the  validity  or  in- 
validity of  the  other  branch  of  the  appointment.  If  the  appointment  in 
this  case  had  been  to  the  younger  children  of  the  marriage,  upon  the  con- 
tingency of  the  two  elder  sons  dying  before  their  father,  such  an  appoint- 
ment would  have  been  free  from  objection :  but,  in  that  case,  the  estate 
given  in  the  first  instance  to  John  would  be  subject  to  a  contingency  by 
which  it  would  be  liable  to  be  defeated ;  and  the  estate  or  interest  given 
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*5801  ^^  John,  the  son,  by  the  actual  appointment,  is  not  less  subject  *to  be 
defeated  in  consequence  of  the  gift  over  being  to  a  person  incapable 
to  take,  than  if  he  had  been  capable.  Taking  this  appointment  as  a  \?hole, 
the  intention  was  not  to  give  John  a  fee,  absolute  at  all  events,  but  only 
in  case  he  or  William,  his  brother,  survived  the  father.  These  consider- 
ations show  that  the  effect  of  the  appointment  to  John,  the  son,  cannot  be 
disconnected  from  the  consideration  of  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the 
subsequent  appdntment  to  the  father-in-law,  but  that  the  one  is  depend- 
ent on  the  other. 

It  may  be  observed,  that,  in  the  present  ease,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  six-sevenths  in  dispute,  unless  John  Blomfield, 
the  son,  took  an  absolute  estate  in  fee  under  the  appointment ;  and  that  it 
is  immaterial  to  the  present  question  whether  the  appointment  was  wholly 
void,  in  consequence  of  its  being  mixed  up  with,  and  dependent  upon, 
that  part  of  the  appointment  which  was  not  within  the  power,  or  whether 
John  Blom field,  the  son,  took  an  interest  under  the  appointment,  but  one 
which  was  liable  to  be  defeated  on  the  happening  of  the  contingency  of 
both  the  elder  sons  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  the  father.  In  either  way  of 
viewing  it,  the  claim  under  the  appointment  to  John,  the  son,  as  a  present 
existing  interest,  cannot,  we  think,  be  sustained :  and  the  property,  under 
the  events  which  have  happened,  will  go  in  the  same  way  as  if  no  appoint- 
ment had  been  made. 

Our  decision  on  this  point  renders  it  unnecessary  to  say  any  thing  with 
respect  to  the  other  objections  urged  against  the  validity  of  the  appoint- 
ment. Judgment  for  the  defendant.(a) 

(a)  The  case  was  afterwards  turned  into  a  special  verdict,  which  was  argued,  upon  viit 
of  error,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  Trinity  Vacation  last,  and  now  (in  M.  T.  1847} 
stands  ibr  judgment. 
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PHEN, WALBROOK,  t;.  FLIGHT  and  Another.    Jfov.  24. 

From  the  year  1648,  (the  earliest  period  of  which  any  records  conld  be  found,)  the  pniiah 
of  St.  S.  W^  in  the  city  of  London,  had  been  governed  by  a  select  vestry,  composed  of  the 
rector  and  churchwardens,  and  those  inhabitants  who  had  served  the  office  <^  chuicb- 
warden,  or  paid  a  fine  for  not  serving.  Down  to  die  year  1734,  (except  in  two  or  tbic« 
instances,  and  between  1667  and  1672,  when  the  atfidrs  of  the  parish  were  deranged  by 
the  great  fire  of  London,)  the  course  had  been  for  the  select  vestry  annually  to  choose, 
from  among  the  parishioners  at  large,  one  person  to  act  as  junior  churchwarden,  who  at 
the  end  of  the  year  suooeeded  to  the  office  of  senior  churchwarden.  From  1734  to  1775, 
no  records  of  the  parish  could  be  found.  And  from  177C  to  1824,  the  same  course  bid 
been  pursued  except  only  in  four  instances.  The  number  of  persons  composing  tho  veMry 
on  these  occasions  varied,  sometimes  as  many  as  sixteen  being  present,  sometimes  only 
three. 

Upon  a  special  case,  leaving  it  to  the  court  to  draw  such  inferences  fh>m  the  laots  as  a  juiy 
would  be  warranted  in  dnwing}— 

JkUf  that  a  repeated  (6)  re-election  of  the  same  person  to  the  office  of  sonior  churabwsKlea, 
without  an)  necessity  for  so  doing,  was  in  violation  of  the  custom,  and,  conseqaently,  mcwL 

(6)  Vide  post,  604,  n.  (a). 
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Troipeb  for  books,  of  which  the  plaiutifis  were  alkged  to  have  beea 
possessed,  as  of  their  property,  as  churchwardens  of  the  parish  church  of 
St  Stephen,  Walbrook. 

The  defendants  pleaded — first,  that  the  plaintifls  were  not  churchward- 
ens, as  alleged — secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  possessed,  as  of  tbeix 
property  as  churchwardens,  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  or  any  of  them 
— thirdly,  not  guilty;  upon  all  which  pleas  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  the  late  Chief  Justice  Tindal,  at  the 
sittings  in  London  after  Michaelmas  term,  1844 ;  when  a  verdict  was  found 
ibr  the  plaintifls,  damages  40s.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon 
the  following  case : — 

The  parish  of  St*  Stephen,  Walbrook,  has  been  a  parish  from  time  im-' 
memorial ;  and  it  contains  *sixty-seven  houses,  a  great  number  of  r«5Q2 
which  are  at  present  used  as  counting-houses.  In  1670,  after  the 
great  fire  of  London,  the  adjoining  parishes  of  St.  Stephen,  Walbrook,  and 
St.  Benet  Sherehog,  were  united  by  act  of  parliament,  22  Car.  2,  c.  11, 
for  certain  purposes ;  and  still  are  so ;  having  one  common  church,  but 
separate  churchwardens,  and  separate  overseers  of  the  poor. 

The  oldest  vestry- book  of  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen,  Walbrook,  com* 
mences  with  an  entry  of  the  24th  of  April,  1648,  and  terminates  with  an 
entry  of  the  22d  of  February,  1699.  The  second  vestry*book  commences 
with  an  entry  of  the  22d  of  February,  1699,  and  terminates  with  an  entry 
of  the  9th  of  August,  1734.  The  next  vesiry-book  in  existence  commences 
with  an  entry  of  the  19th  of  April,  1775,  and  terminates  with  an  entry  of 
the2]stof  April,  1843. 

These  books  contain  entries  of  the  several  vestry  meetings  of  the  said 
parish.    The  meetings  are  all  entered  in  the  same  general  form ;  the  names 
of  the  members  stated  to  have  been  present  being  written  under  the  word 
'^present,"  and  varying  in  number,  from  time  to  time,  as  hereinafter 
mentioned. 
The  following  is  a  copy  of  one  of  those  entries : 
<<  At  a  vestry  held  in  the  vestry-house  above  said,  the  24th  of  March, 
1649,  for  the  choice  of  church  officers  for  the  year  Anno  Domini  1650, 
according  to  ancient  custom,  there  was  put  into  nomination  for  church* 
hardens,  Mr.  Edward  Curl,  Mr.  James  Holmes,  Mr.  John  Jekell,  Mr.  Isaac 
Hatton,  and  Thomas  Wood ;  and  by  hands  was  chosen  Mr.  Curl  for  a 
second  year,  and  Mr.  John  Jekell,  who  did  afterwards  accept  of  the  place. 
"Present  at  the  vestry — 

'<Mr.  Thomas  Watson,  Minister.        Mr.  Edward  Curl. 
Mr,  Afiable  Fairslough.  Mr.  William  Underwood- 

Mr.  Thomas  Hedges.  Mr.  Henry  Randall. 

Mr.  Charles  Lloyd.  Mr,  Andrew  Jackson. 

Mr.  Richard  Quincey.  Mr.  Peter  Hubland. 

Mr,  Richard  Roe.  Mr.  John  Sadler.^'  r*583 

*These  vestry  meetings  appear  to  have  been  usually  held  several 
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times  in  the  year ;  and  it  does  not  appear  from  the  books,  that  any  such 
meeting  was  held  out  of  the  parish,  except  shortly  after  the  great  fire  of 
London,  when,  between  the  years  1662  and  1672,  the  meetings  were  some- 
times holden  at  an  inn  called  The  Cardinal's  Cap,  in  Moorfields,  out  of 
the  parish. 

The  earliest  entry  of  any  election  of  churchwardens,  contained  in  these 
books,  is  of  the  date  of  the  25th  of  March,  1649. 

During  the  period  covered  by  the  books,  the  churchwardens  appear  to 
have  been  always  elected  by  the  vestry  of  the  parish,  at  the  parish  meetings. 
There  is,  however,  in  the  books,  under  date  the  12th  of  April,  1672,  an 
entr}'  which  will  be  found  set  out  post,  p.  590. 

The  only  entries  of  vestry  meetings  held  prior  to  the  25th  of  March, 
1649,  or  the  24th  of  April,  are,  of  the  29th  of  April,  11th  of  May,  13ih 
of  June,  and  7th  of  November,  1648.  The  qualification  of  the  persons 
entered  as  having  attended  the  last- mentioned  meetings  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained. Omitting  the  names  of  the  persons  who  attended  the  said  meet- 
ings in  1648,  and  who  continued  to  attend  subsequent  meetings,  and  the 
names  of  the  persons  who  attended  the  meeting  of  the  12th  of  April,  1672, 
and  who  continued  to  attend  subsequent  meetings  as  hereinafter  stated, 
(the  circumstances  attending  which  last- mentioned  meetings  are  herein- 
after stated,)  the  vestry-books  show  that  the  vestries  of  the  said  parish, 
throughout  the  periods  covered  by  the  said  books,  up  to  1835,  have,  inde- 
pendently of  the  clergyman  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  parish,  been 
constituted  and  composed  of  persons  who  previously  to  attending  such 
vestries  as  vestrymen,  or  acting  as  members  thereof,  had  been  elected  church- 
*5841  ^^^^^^  ^  ^^  ^^  parish^  and  also  either  accepted  and  ^served 
the  said  office  of  churchwardeny  or  been  fined  for  not  doing  so. 

In  all  the  entries  of  vestries  throughout  the  books,  at  which  the  parish 
business  was  transacted,  the  names  of  at  least  three  vestrymen^  independent 
of  tlie  clergyman^ — who  appears  sometimes  to  have  attended  and  some- 
times not, — are  entered  as  having  been  present.  The  largest  number  of 
persons  that  are  entered  as  being  present  at  any  vestry  held  prior  to  the 
12th  of  April,  1672,  is,  sixteen,  which  number  appears  only  at  a  vestrj 
held  on  the  11th  of  May,  1648. 

It  appears  that,  during  the  period  from  1648  to  1672,  there  were  held 
one  hundred  and  two  vestries,  at  which  parish  business  was  transacted. 
Three  of  these,  viz.  one  on  the  9th  of  September,  1652,  one  on  the  30th 
of  April,  1667,  and  the  other  on  the  14th  of  August,  1667,  were  composed 
of  six  vestrymen  only.  Ten  of  the  vestries  were  composed  of  eight  ves- 
trymen only.  The  remainder  of  the  one  hundred  and  two  vestries  were 
composed  of  numbers  exceeding  e^A^.  Subsequently  to  the  12th  of  April, 
1672,  and  up  to  the  end  of  the  first  book,  (in  1699,)  the  largest  number 
that  are  entered  as  being  present  at  a  vestry  is  fifteen,  which  number  ap- 
pears only  at  two  vestries,  viz.  a  vestry  held  on  the  19ih  of  March,  1672-3| 
and  a  vestry  held  on  the  24th  of  May,  1689. 
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During  this  period,  viz.  frora  the  12th  of  April,  1672,  to  1699,  it  appears 
that  one  hundred  and  ninety-nine  vestries  were  held,  at  which  parish  busi- 
ness was  transacted.  Two  of  these,  on  the  22d  of  March,  1685,  and 
17th  of  April,  1695,  were  composed  of  six  vestrymen  only,  exclusive  of 
the  clergyman,  who  also  attended.  Twenty-four  of  these  vestries  were 
composed  of  seven  vestrymen  only,  exclusive  of  the  clergyman,  who  also 
attended.  Forty  were  composed  of  eight  vestrymen  only.  The  remain- 
der of  the  one  hundred  and  *ninety-nine  vestries  were  composed  rvgo^ 
of  numbers  exceeding  eight. 

On  the  6th  of  November,  1672,  there  is  an  entry  in  the  vestry  book  a3 
follows : — 

«  A  vestry  was  called  on  the  6th  of  November,  at  the  same  place,  but 
not  above  five  or  six  of  the  vestry  appearing  at  one  time  together,  they 
were  not  able  to  despatch  business,  but  dismissed  themselves." 

On  the  17th  of  October,  1676,  there  is  an  entry  as  follows : — 

«<  October  17th,  1676.  A  vestry  at  Mr.  Maddison's  coffee-house,  in 
Barge  Yard,  was  then  appointed ;  but,  not  a  sufficient  number  appearing, 
nothing  could  be  done." 

On  the  6th  of  December,  1676,  there  is  an  entry  as  follows: — 

«  December  6th,  1676.  A  vestry  was  then  appointed  at  the  Fountain 
Tavern;  but,  not  a  full  number  appearing,  nothing  could  be  done." 

On  the  23d  of  January,  1676-7,  there  is  an  entry  as  follows : — 

"23d  of  January,  1676.  A  vestry  was  then  appointed  at  the  Foun- 
tain Tavern,  in  Bucklersbury ;  but,  not  a  full  number  appearing,  not  any 
thing  was  done." 

A  similar  entry  occurs  under  date  3d  of  April,  1676.  On  the  18th  of 
May,  1681,  there  is  an  entry  as  follows: — 

"At  a  vestry  held,  &c.,  present,  &c.,  {six  names  enumerated^)  being  not 
ofuU  vestry  they  adjourned^ 

From  the  commencement  of  the  second  book,  in  1699,  to  its  termina- 
tion, 1734,  the  largest  number  that  are  entered,  as  being  present  at  any 
vestry  when  the  parish  business  was  transacted,  is  twelve^  which  number 
appears  on  two  occasions ;  and  the  smallest  number  so  present  is  eight. 

Under  date  of  the  21st  of  February,  1722-3,  there  is  an  entry  in  the 
vestry  book  as  follows : — 

"  A  vestry  was  summoned ;  but,  only  seven  appearing^  *viz.  Mr.     r«5Qg 
E,  EdwardSy  4rr.,  nothing  was  done ;  but  the  persons  present  con- 
sented the  churchwarden  should  give  Thomas  Seaburn  50s. ;  which  was 
paid  him  in  presence.     There  was  complaint  made  of  the  pavement  afore 
the  church." 

Under  date  of  the  18th  of  April,  1729,  there  is  an  entry  as  fol- 
lows : — 

"Memorandum,  April  l8th,  1729.  A  vestry  being  regularly  sum- 
moned for  this  day  at  five  o'clock,  for  the  election  of  a  new  churchwarden, 
the  following  gentlemen,  after  having  waited  about  two  hours  afler  the 
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timey  and  no  more  coming,  they  wen  obliged  to  separate  without  doing  any 

basmesa^ybr  ward  of  a  stgficient  number. 

Messrs.  Thomas  Browne. 

Edward  Bayley.  • 

PhiKp  Beach,      )  ^,       ,        ,       ,» 
Charles  Norray.  }  Churchwardens." 

Under  date  of  the  28th  of  August,  1730,  there  is  an  entry  as  follows:— 
«  Wm.  Becher  and  Fr.  Nogtiire,  churchwardens.     A  vestry  being  sum- 
moned this  28th  of  August,  1730,  the  following  gentlemen  attended,  and, 
having  waited  near  two  hours  after  the  time  appointed,  were  obliged  to 
separate  for  ward  of  a  sufficient  number  to  do  business. 
<<  Messrs.  Philip  Beach.  Samuel  Stoiner. 

John  Knapp.  *       Wm.  Becher.  I  «,       ,        ^      « 

Edward  Baily.  Fr.  Noguire.  |  Churchwardens." 

Under  date  of  the  24th  of  September,  1730,  the  next  entry  in  the  book, 
there  is  as  follows : — 

« September  24th,  1730.  A  vestry  being  legally  summoned,  the  fol- 
lowing gentlemen  appeared,  when,ybr  the  same  reason  as  above^  they  wen 
obliged  to  separate. 

«<  Messrs.  Philip  Beach.  Wm.  Farmer. 

Edward  Bailey.  Wm.  Becher,  Churchwarden." 

Tho.  Brown. 
•5871        'Under  date  of  1st  February,  1733-4,  there  is  an  entry  as  fel- 
lows:— 

«  Samuel  Whalley,  Robert  Teverell,  churchwardens.  At  a  vestry  sum- 
moned at  the  church,  February  1st,  1733,  present: 

«  The  Reverend  Dr.  Watson. 

<<  Messrs.  Samuel  Stoiner.  Peter  Deschamps. 

Jos.  Greathead.  Joseph  Mace. 

Phil.  Beach.  Saml.  Whalley,  Churchwarden. 

«  The  vestry,  not  being  Jull^  adjourned." 

A  similar  entry  appears  under  date  the  22d  of  March,  1733,  the  (wo 
churchwardens  and  three  other  vestrymen  being  present. 

From  1648  to  1734,  the  period  comprised  in  the  two  old  vestry  books, 
tltere  is  no  entry  in  the  books  of  any  election  of  a  churchwarden  at  a  ves- 
try where  fewer  than  eight  (including  the  clergyman  of  the  parish)  attended. 

From  1734  to  1775,  no  vestry  books  are  in  existence. 

From  the  commencement  of  the  third  book,  in  1775,  to  its  terminatioD, 
in  1843,  vestries  have  been  held  composed  of  members  varying  from  ihsft 
upwards ;  at  which  vestries,  parish  business  (including  the  election  w 
churchwardens)  has  been  transacted :  the  largest  number  entered  dunog 
this  period,  as  present  at  a  vestry  when  parish  business  was  transacted, 
being  eleven. 

At  most  of  the  meetings  during  the  last-mentioned  period,  at  whieb 
churchwardens  were  chosen  by  fewer  than  eight,  other  parish  afii's 
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besides  the  election  of  chturchwardens  were  taken  into  GonsideratioQ,  and 
other  business  transacted ;  as^  the  binding  of  apprentices,  ordering  an 
iron  railing  to  be  placed  at  the  church,  giving  orders  for  preparing  indict* 
ments  for  naisances*  the  pajment  of  money,  and  the  like. 

At  the  time  of  the  great  fire  in  London,  that  is  to  say,  in  1666,  two 
persons  of  the  names  of  Wilkinson  and  *Qiiincey  appear  to  have  r«5oo 
been  serving  the  office  of  churchwardens,  and  appear  to  have  acted 
as  such  for  five  years  consecutively  after  thi^  calamity,  that  is  to  say,  up 
to  and  until  1672.  Wilkinson  appears  to  have  been  elected  junior  church* 
warden  at  Easter,  1664,  and  Quincey  appears  to  have  been  elected  junior 
churchwarden  at  Easter,  1665. 

From  1648  to  1734  onefieah  churchwarden  appears  to  have  been  chosen 
every  year y  from  the  body  of  the  parishioners  at  large^  except  during  the 
interval  before  spoken  c^,  between  1666  and  1672.  Such  person  elected 
appears  to  have  served^  first,  the  office  of  junior,  and  the  next  year  to 
have  been  elected  and  served^  the  office  of  senior  churchwarden,  except 
in  four  instances. 

On  the  3d  of  April,  1672,  the  following  faculty,  (extracted  from  the 
registry  of  the  diocese  of  London,)  was  issued  by  the  then  Bishop  of 
London : — 

«  Humfrey,  by  Divine  permission.  Bishop  of  London,  to  the  rector  and 

parishioners  of  St.  Stephen,  Walbrook,  London,  and  of  our  diocese  and 

jarisdiction,  sendeth  greeting  in  our  Lord  God  everlasting :  Whereas,  it  hath 

been  alleged  before  us  and  the  worshipful  Thomas  Exton,  Doctor  of  Laws, 

our  chancellor,  by  the  rector  and  several  of  the  principal  inhabitants  of 

the  parish,  that,  time  out  of  mind,  the  affairs  of  the  said  parish  have  been 

agitated  by  such  inhabitants  who  have  either  executed^  or  paid  a  fine/or 

tf^r  not  discharging f  the  qfike  of  churchwarden,  when  elected  thereunto^  and 

hy  none  other ;  and  that,  since  the  late  dreadful  fire,  Anno  Dom.  1666, 

most  of  the  said  vestrymen  are  settled  in  other  places,  by  reason  whereof 

the  vestry  is  reduced  to  a  number  incompetent  to  transact  the  affidrs  of  the 

said  parish;  and  therefore  they  humbly  desire  that  a  certain  number 

(namely,  fourteen)  may  be  added  to  the  remaining  antient  vestrymen,  for 

the  ordering  and  directing  of  such  things  belonging  to  their  church  as  are 

to  be  done  by  *the  parishioners  thereof;  and  they  have  named  Dr.     r«5Q9 

Henry  Hodges  [and  thirteen  others]  parishioners  and  inhabitants 

of  the  said  parish,  as  such  as  are  most  likely  to  seek  the  good  of  the  said 

parish,  and  well  governing  thereof,  to  have  free  power  and  authority,  with 

the  rector  and  remaining  vestrymen,  to  act  and  intermeddle  with  and 

order  all  such  matters  as  shall  belong  to  the  said  church  and  parish ;  yet  so 

that  it  may  not  excuse  or  privilege  any  of  them  so  added  from  being 

chosen  to  and  executing  the  office  of  churchwarden,  or  submitting  to  the 

ttiual  fine  paid  formerly  by  such  who  desired  to  be  free  from  the  trouble 

^  &e  said  office :  praying  likewise,  that,  as  many  of  the  said  persons  as 

''^U  decay,  amove  out  of  the  said  parish,  depart  out  this  life,  or  otherwise 
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becoq^e  unfit  for  such  society,  that  then  such  persons,  the  most  suiScient  of 
the  said  parish,  as  are  the  fittest  for  that  service  and  trust,  may  succeed 
them,  to  be  chosen  by  the  greater  number  of  the  said  vestry,  or  at  kast 
by  eight  qft/wm^  which  shall  meet  in  the  said  church,  or,  in  defect  there* 
of,  in  some  convenient  place,  to  be  appointed  by  the  said  vestrymen  or 
eight  of  them,  upon  publique  warning  given  in  the  said  church  or  place 
for  the  same  meeting, — whereof  the  rector,  or  his  curate  for  him,  in  bis 
absence,  and  the  churchwardens  for  the  time  being  or  some  or  one  of  them 
at  the  least, — shall  be  of  that  number:  We,  therefore,  and  our  said  chan- 
cellor, considering  of  their  said  petition,  and  finding  that  it  doth  tend  to  the 
rest,  quiet,  and  good  of  the  said  church  and  parish,  doth  allow  of  the  said 
petition,  and  so  forth  as  we  may  lawfully  and  by  the  laws  ecclesiastical  of  the 
realme,  and  the  laws  temporal  of  the  land,  approve,  ratify,  and  confirm 
the  same,  and  allow  of  their  petition  for  their  vestry  concerning  matters 
belonging  to  their  church ;  with  this  limitation  following,  viz.  that  they 
do  not  at  any  time,  nor  for  any  occasion  whatsoever,  presume  to  call  before 
*5901  ^^^^  ^^y  niinister  or  *curate  which  shall  be  commorant  in  their 
parish,  before  them,  into  their  vestry,  to  be  questioned  withal ;  but 
shall  leave  them  and  their  cases  wholly  to  the  having,  ordering,  and  cen- 
suring of  the  ecclesiastical  or  temporal  magistrate ;  against  whom,  if  they 
have  any  just  complaint,  they  shall  inform  the  said  magistrate  according 
as  the  nature  and  the  quality  of  the  cause  shall  require ;  and  do  name  and 
appoint  the  aforesaid  persons,  and  every  of  them,  to  be  vestrymen  of  the 
said  parish ;  and  do,  as  far  as  by  law  we  can  or  may,  appoint  them  or  any 
of  them  to  be  added  vestrymen  in  the  said  parish,  and  none  other,  to 
intermeddle  or  order  all  such  matters  and  business  as  shall  appertain  and 
belong  to  the  said  church  and  parish :  and,  as  any  of  them  shall  die,  or 
happen  to  depart  or  remove  out  of  the  said  parish,  to  choose  other  such  per- 
sons of  the  said  parish,  in  his  or  their  room  so  dying  or  removing,  according 
to  an  antient  custom  of  the  said  parish^  and  to  execute  and  perform  all 
other  things  to  vestrymen  belonging,  for  the  good  and  benefit  of  the  said 
parish,  and  for  the  ordering  and  governing  of  such  affairs  as  belong  to  the 
said  parish  and  church,  with  these  limitations  above  specified.  In  witness 
whereof,  we  have  caused  the  seal  of  our  said  chancellor,  which  is  used  in 
this  behalf,  to  be  set  to  these  presents.  Dated,  the  third  day  of  the  month 
of  April,  Anno  Domini  1672,  and  in  the  ninth  year  of  our  translation. 
(Signed)  «John  Shepherd,  Deputy  Registrar." 

The  only  entry  in  the  books  relating  to  this  faculty,  is  an  entry  as  fol- 
lows, dated  the  12th  of  April,  1672:  and  it  is  admitted  that  the  phrase 
(Miew  instrument"  used  in  this  entry,  refers  to  the  faculty: — 
"Vestry  Meeting,  \  At  a  vestry  held  at  Mr.  Fletcher's  cofiee-house,  in  Barge 
I2th  April,  I672!  J  Court,  in  Bucklersbury,  of  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen's, 
Walbrook,  there  being  present  [sixteen  persons,  including  the  rector  and 
»^Qn  ^^®  ^^  ^^^  *churchwardens,]  the  new  instrument  for  a  select  ves- 
try,  taken  out  of  the  Prerogative  Court,  (many  of  the  old  vestrymen 
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being  removed  in  other  parishes,)  was  first  read,  and  gave  great  satis- 
faction. 

«  Churchwarden  Quincey  did  then  move  for  electing  to  the  place  another 
churchwarden,  and  to  chuse  auditors  of  his  accounts,  being  desirous  to  be 
eased  of  his  long  trouble  and  charges ;  upon  which  request  they  chose  Mr. 
John  Sympson  to  be  churchwarden  in  the  place  of  Mr.  William  Wilkin- 
sou,  who,  being  removed  into  another  parish  for  some  years  past,  gave  no 
assistance  to  the  business.  Mr.  John  Sympson  was  prevailed  with  to 
accept  the  office. 

"Ordered,  that  Mr.  John  Pollexfen,  Mr.  Dan.  Vivean,  Mr.  Hen.  Nor- 
ton, and  Mr.  Gervase  Cooper,  be  auditors  of  churchwarden  Quincey 's 
accounts,  who  was  desired  to  be  upper  churchwarden  next  year. 

«<  That  the  old  feoiSees  should  be  acquainted  that  there  was  intended  a  new 
feofiment,  and  that  they  were  desired  to  surrender  their  trust  to  those  that 
should  be  chosen.  There  was  then  nominated  and  chosen  trustees  for 
parish  concerns,  thirteen  persons.  ' 

"Mr.  Marriott  pleaded  his  privilege  of  choosing  a  churchwarden  every 
other  year ;  and  having  elected  none  since  he  was  rector  of  the  parish, 
did  choose  Adrian  Quincey  upper  churchwarden,  and  prevailed  with  him 
to  hold  it." 

Of  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  entry  as  present  at'  the  meeting,  the 
Rev.  Mr.  Robert  Marriott  was  the  rector  of  the  parish,ybur  others  had 
been  churchwardens  before  the  grant  or  djite  of  the  faculty,  and  the  remain- 
ing eleven  do  not  appear  from  the  books  to  have  been  elected  churchwar- 
dens at  any  time  prior  to  this  meeting.  Of  these  eleven,  nine  were  sub- 
sequently within  the  next  three  years  elected  churchwardens,  and  either 
accepted  and  served  that  office,  or  were  fined  for  non-acceptance; 
*and  the  two  remaining  never  appeared  at  any  vestry  subsequent  r«5Qo 
to  this  date,  and  do  not  appear,  from  the  books,  ever  to  have  quali- 
fied as  churchwardens. 

From  the  year  1835,  the  overseers  for  the  time  being  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  who  had  not  been  previously  elected  churchwardens,  have  attended 
the  vestry  meetings,  and  acted  thereat,  when  parish  business  has  been  ear- 
ned on,  in  addition  to  the  vestrymen  who  had  been  previously  elected 
churchwardens,  and  who  had  served  that  office,  or  been  fined. 

From  1775,  when,  as  before  stated,  the  books  produced  commence 

^gain  after  a  gap  from  1734,  the  practice  of  electing  a  churchwarden 

every  year  from  the  ranks  of  the  parishioners  at  large,  appears  to  have 

prevailed  down  to  1824 ;  such  person  so  elected,  serving,  firstly,  the  office 

^f  junior,  and  the  next  year  elected  to  and  serving  the  office  of  senior 

churchwarden,  except  in  four  instances.     It  appears  from  the  entries  in 

the  books,  that  the  plaintiff  Gibbs  was  elected  and  served  the  office  of 

junior  churchwarden  at  Easter,  1811,  and  that  of  senior  the  two  following 

years ;  that  he  was  again  elected  tq,  and  ser^-ed,  the  office  of  junior  in 

^^24,  and,  during  the  following  years,  viz.  up  to  and  until  his  supposed 

2h2 
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re^^ection  in  1844^  was  elected  to,  and  served,  the  office  of  senior  charclH 
warden. 

John  Pelly  Atkins  was  elected  junior  churchwarden  in  1825,  by  the 
vestry,  and  was  annually  re-elected  junior  churchwarden  until  and  at  Eas- 
ter, 1840.  At  Easter,  1841,  W.  E.  Eddison  was  elected  junior  church- 
warden  by  the  vestry,  and  was  annually  re-elected  junior  churchwarden 
until  and  at  Easter,  1843. 

On  the  12th  of  April,  1844,  at  a  vestry  meeting  duly  convened,  the 
plaintifis  were  unanimously  elected  churchwardens,  Mere  (a;^^A«iij»re- 
sent  at  such  tneeHng^  and  acting  in  and  about  such  election^  the  two  plain- 
*5931  ^^  ^'  ^*  Atkins,  William  Adams,  W.  E.  Eddison,  W.  'Alexander 
and  G.  F.  Blogg.  Of  those  seven,  William  Alexander,  the  plain- 
tiff Whitaker,  and  G.  F.  Blogg,  were  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish,  but  had  never  hrfort  then  been  elected  to  and  served  the  office  of 
churchwarden,  or  been  fined  for  not  doing  so.  The  plaintiff  Gibbs,  Atldns, 
Adams,  and  Eddison,  had  before  then  been  elected  to  and  served  the  said 
office  of  churchwarden. 

At  the  time  of  the  election,  or  supposed  election,  of  the  plaintifis,  in 
1844,  (here  were  only  seven  persons  in  existence  who  had  either  been  dected 
and  served  the  office  of  churchwarden^  or  been  fined  for  not  doing  so.  The 
Rev.  Dr.  Croly  was  at  this  time  rector  of  the  parish. 

At  the  visitation  of  the  archdeacon  of  the  archdeaconry  of  London,  (the 
said  parish  being  within  his  jurisdiction  and  archdeaconry,)  duly  held,  on 
the  6tfa  of  May,  1844,  the  plaintifis  subscribed  the  usual  declaration  of  office. 

It  was  agreed  to  be  admitted  on  the  argument,  for  the  purpose  thereof, 
(but  for  that  purpose  only,)  that,  on  the  11th  (tf  April,  1844,  the  defend- 
ants were  duly  elected  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish,  by  the  paridi- 
ioners  at  large,  supposing  the  right  of  election  to  be  in  the  parishioners 
at  large ;  and  that  on  the  6th  of  May  following,  at  the  visitation,  and  at 
the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  they  subscribed  the  usual  declaration  of  office. 

The  plaintifis  and  defendants  have  long  been  inhabitants  of  the  parish, 
and  reiudent  householders  there. 

It  was  admitted,  that,  after  the  election,  or  supposed  election,  of  the 
plaintifis,  in  1844,  and  after  they  had  been  admitted,  and  made  their 
declaration  aforesaid,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the 
defendants  had  possession  of,  and  converted  to  their  own  use,  certain  boob 
*5941  ^'^  ^^^  declaration  mentioned,  to  which  the  ^churchwardens  for 
the  time  being  were  entitled,  and  which  the  plaintifis  had  pre- 
viottsly»  but  after  their  supposed  election  and  admittance  as  aforesaid, 
demanded,  as  such  churchwardens,  from  the  defendants ;  and  that  the 
value  4)f  these  books  was  40«. 

The  plaintifis  contend,  that,  upon  the  evidence  adduced  and  hereinbe- 
ibte  set  forth,  they  were  churchwardens  of  the  parish,  and  entitled  to  main* 
lain  this  action. 

The  ^efendantSi  -on  the  other  handj  contend  that  there  exists  >iio  ciistom 
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to  sustain  the  election  of  the  plaintifi  as  churchwardens — first,  because, 
admitting  the  existence  of  a  legal  select  vestry  in  other  respects,  the  same 
was  subject  to  two  essential  conditions  or  qualifications,  viz.  that  there 
must  be  eigU  at  least  of  such  vestry  to  form  a  quorum  in  the  election  of 
churchwardens ;  and  that  fresh  blood  must  be  infused  into  such  vestry 
every  year,  by  the  election  of  a  fresh  churchwarden,  chosen  from  the  body 
of  the  parishioners  at  large — secondly,  because,  in  1672,  the  number  of 
vestrymen  was  reduced  below  eighty  and  so  the  custom  (if  any)  thereby 
determined — ^thirdly,  because  the  custom  contended  for  by  the  plaintiffs  was 
uncertain  and  unreasonable,  and  therefore  void  in  law — fourthly,  because, 
OD  the  12th  of  April,  1844,  at  the  supposed  election  of  the  plaintifis,  there 
were  not  present  in  the  meeting  eight  vestrymen,  ».  e.  eig^t  persons  who 
had  either  been  elected  churchwardens  before  and  served  that  office,  or 
been  fined  for  not  doing  so ;  the  number  of  persons  so  qualified,  and  then 
present,  being  only,^r — fifthly,  because  the  custom  (if  any)  being,  that 
a  new  churchwarden  should  be  chosen  every  year,  the  junior  succeeding 
to  the  senior,  and  the  latter  retiring  every  year,  the  plaintiff  Gibbs,  as 
senior  churchwarden  of  the  year  before,  ought  to  have  retired,  instead  of 
being  re*dected  for  the  year  1844 — sixthly,  because  the  Rev.  Dr.  Croly, 
*the  then  rector  of  the  parish,  had  the  ri^t,  in  the  year  1844,  to  r*595 
elect  one  of  the  churchwardens.  '* 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  are  the  plaintiffs  entitled 
to  maintain  tfiis  action  ?  The  court  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  such  infer- 
ences of  fact  as  a  jury  would  be  justified  in  doing. 

If  the  plaintifls  are  so  entitled,  the  verdict  is  to  stand ;  if  not,  a  non* 
suit  is  to  be  entered.  Liberty  is  reserved  to  either  side  to  turn  the  case 
into  a  special  verdict ;  the  court  to  direct  the  conclusions  of  fact  properly 
deducible  from  the  case,  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  stated  in  the  spe- 
cial verdict.  . 

The  case  was  aigued  iu  Easter  term  last. 

Sir  T.  Wilde^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  were  Channelly  Serjt.,  and  CowUngj) 
for  the  plaintiffs.  The  facts  set  out  in  the  special  case,  show  that  the 
p^ish  of  St.  Stephen,  Walbrook,  has  immemorially  been  governed  by  a 
select  vestry ;  no  trace  is  to  be  found  of  the  existence  at  any  time  of  an 
open  vestry.  And  it  appears  that  the  number  of  vestrymen  in  attendance 
has  varied  from  time  to  time ;  as  many  as  sixteen  being  present  on  some 
occasions,  on  others  only  three.  But  it  nowhere  appears  what  was  the 
smallest  number  of  select  vestrymen  existing  at  any  one  time.  The  qua- 
lification for  a  select  vestryman  seems  always  to  have  been,  the  service  of 
tbe  office  of  churchwarden,  or  the  being  fined  for  not  serving.  The  faculty 
obtained  in  April,  1672,  professed  to  add  fourteen  to  the  number  of  ves- 
trymen, and  make  eight  a  quorum.  From  1648  to  1734,  the  course  was, 
for  the  select  vestry  to  choose  annually  one  person  to  act  as  junior  church- 
warden, the  same  person  succeeding  to  the  office  of  senior  churchwarden 
the  next  year.    From  1666  to  1672,  the  custom  appears  to  have  been 
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interrupted  in  consequence  of  the  fire  of  London.  From  1734  to  1775, 
•5961     ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  records  found.     And,  *froin  1775  to  1824,  the  same 

course  seems  to  have  been  pursued,  except  only  in  four  instances. 
Whether  or  not  the  election  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  office  of  churchwarden, 
as  stated  in  the  case,  is  valid,  depends  upon  whether  there  is  an  imme- 
morial custom  for  this  parish  to  be  governed  by  a  select  vestry,  and  whe- 
ther such  custom  is  an  existing  and  available  custom,  and  has  been  pro- 
perly observed  upon  this  occasion.  At  one  time,  it  was  considered  that  the 
bishop  had  power,  by  faculty,  to  create  or  to  control  the  select  vestry. 
That  has  since  been  corrected.  Such  a  faculty  was  held,  in  Berry  v.  Ban- 
ner,  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  156,  and  Golding  v.  Fenn,  7  B.  &  C.  765,  1  M.  & 
R.  647,  not  to  be  binding  in  law.  Dawson  v.  Fotole^  Hardres,  378,  is  to 
the  same  purpose.  The  acceptance  of  a  new  void  charter  does  not  affect 
the  validity  of  an  old  one.  So,  of  a  lease.  So,  an  instrument  failing  to 
operate  as  a  will,  is  no  revocation  of  a  former  valid  testamentary  paper. 
Regard  being  had  to  the  peculiar  situation  of  the  parish  at  the  time,  it  is 
not  remarkable  that  the  assistance  of  the  bishop  should  be  invoked.  It  is 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  it  is  an  essential  ingredient 
in  the  custom,  that  the  election  of  churchwardens  should  take  place  at  a 
vestry  meeting  at  which  eight  vestrymen  at  least  should  be  present. 
[CoLTMAN,  J.  There  is  no  instance,  before  the  date  of  the  faculty,  of  a 
vestry  meeting  being  adjourned  for  want  of  the  attendance  of  a  sufficient 
number  of  vestrymen.]  None.  In  Golding  v.  Fenn^  it  is  distinctly  laid 
down,  that  a  custom  that  there  shall  be  a  select  vestry  of  an  indefinite 
number  of  persons,  continued  by  election  of  new  members  made  by  itself, 
and  not  by  the  parishioners,  is  valid  in  law ;  and  that  such  custom  is  not 
affected  by  the  want  of  a  minimum.  In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
•5971     ^^^^^  there,  Lord  *Tenterden  said :  <«  It  was  objected,  that,  if  the 

number  be  not  limited,  the  vestry  may  consist  of  too  many  per- 
sons, even  of  the  whole  parish.  This  point,  however,  was  little  urged, 
and  there  is  obviously  no  weight  in  it ;  the  great  complaint  against  select 
vestries  being,  that  they  consist,  not  of  too  many  persons,  but  of  too  few: 
and,  if  a  maximum  had  been  fixed  by  custom  in  the  very  remote  times  to 
which  custom  must  go  back,  the  number  that  might  have  been  proper  in 
those  times  might,  and  probably  would,  be  too  small  for  the  great  increase 
of  population  that  has  gradually  taken  place.  We  are  also  of  opinion  that 
a  custom  of  this  kind  is  not  void  in  law  for  want  of  a  minimum.  But, 
although  we  are  of  this  opinion,  as  a  matter  of  law,  I  would  by  no  means 
have  it  understood  that  we  think  the  evidence  or  the  verdict  in  the  cause 
establishes  the  fact  that  there  may  not  be  a  minimum  in  this  parish.  It  will 
be  quite  consistent  with  the  verdict,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  evidence, 
that  the  number  should  never  be  less  than  the  lowest  that  can  be  found 
in  any  of  the  lists ;  and  this,  I  believe,  will  in  no  list  be  found  so  few  as 
twelve.  The  form  of  the  issue  raised  no  question  of  this  kind.  Now, 
ialthough  no  numerical  minimum  be  fixed  by  the  custom^  it  by  no  meaus 
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foOows  as  a  consequence  that  the  number  may  be  reduced  to  two  or  three, 
as  the  objection  supposes ;  the  law  may  consider  it  as  part  of  such  a  cus- 
tom as  the  present,  that  there  shall  be  a  reasonable  number.  I  am  aware 
that  this  may  lead  to  questions  what  shall  be  a  reasonable  number.  Such 
a  question,  if  raised,  would  be  to  be  decided  with  reference  to  long-esta- 
blished usage,  and  to  the  population  of  the  parish.  That  number  which 
might  not  be  too  small  and  not  unreasonable  three  or  four  centuries  ago, 
in  a  parish  in  which  there  might  not  be  more  than  a  dozen  substantial 
householders,  or  even  few:er,  might  not  be  ^reasonable  on  a  change  r*59Q 
of  circumstances,  when,  by  covering  fields  with  houses,  the  num- 
ber might  be  increased  more  than  a  hundred-fold.  And,  whatever  may 
be  thought  of  the  degree  of  influence  that  the  love  of  power  exercises  on 
human  conduct,  I  believe  the  love  of  ease  does  not  exercise  less ;  and,  ay 
no  instance  is  known  in  practice,  in  which  two  or  three  persons  have  gra- 
tuitously taken  upon  themselves  the  whole  burden  of  administering  such 
of  the  afiairs  of  a  populous  parish  as  belong  to  a  vestry,  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  reason  to  provide  in  theory  against  such  an  occurrence,  by 
requiring  a  definite  minimum  as  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  custom. 
The  question  in  this  case,  as  in  many  others,  turns  upon  the  balance  of 
convenience.  We  think  it  more  convenient  that  a  custom  of  this  nature 
should  leave  the  number  undefined,  capable  of  being  regulated  by  rea- 
son, and  varying  with  the  changes  that  time  produces,  than  that  there 
should  be  any  fixed  point,  from  or  below  which  no  change  of  circum- 
stances should  allow  a  departure."  It  appears  that  the  number  of  ves- 
trjmen  who  attended  the  vestries  between  the  years  1775  and  1843,  varied : 
in  some  instances  eleven  being  present ;  in  others,  as  few  as  three.  Too 
much  effect  must  not  be  given  to  the  adjournments  for  want  of  a  full  ves- 
try: it  was  perfectly  competent  to  the  parties  assembled  to  say  that  they 
would  not  transact  particular  business  without  a  fuller  attendance.  The 
statute  59  G.  3,  c.  12,  commonly  called  Sturges  Bourne's  act,  which  ena- 
bles parishes  to  be  governed  by  select  vestries,  gives  a  maximum  and  a 
minimum — not  exceeding  twenty,  nor  less  than  five,  in  addition  to  the 
minister,  churchwardens,  and  overseers  for  the  time  being.  It  cannot, 
therefore,  be  considered  that  three  or  four  would  be  an  unreasonably  small, 
number  for  a  parish  like  this,  which  contains  only  sixty-seven  houses. 
That  *act  did  not  interfere  with  ancient  select  vestries :  The  King  rvgoa 
V.  St.  Martin'S'i7irthe-Fields,  3  B.  &  Ad.  907.  •• 

The  only  essential  qualification  for  a  select  vestryman  is,  that  he  should 
have  served  the  office  of  churchwarden,  or  should  have  been  fined  for  not 
serving  it.  It  nowhere  appears  that  the  custom  requires  that  the  persoa 
so  elected  churchwarden  should  always  be  a  new  inhabitant.  The  church- 
^rardens  were  perfectly  competent  to  be  re-elected  from  time  to  time. 

The  third  objection  is  but  a  repetition  in  substance  of  the  first. 

GoUing  V.  Fenn  is  an  answer  to  the  fourth  objection.     The  custom  here 
IS,  that  the  select  vestry  shall  be  composed  of  those  who  have  served  the 
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office  of  churchwarden,  or  been  fined ;  and  that  the  churchwardens  be 
selected  by  the  vestry  from  amongst  their  own  body,  or  from  the  parish 
at  large,  in  their  discretion.  Golding  v.  Fenn  is  a  distinct  authority  to 
diow  that  such  a  custom  may  be  valid. 

The  last  two  objections  in  truth  amount  to  nothing.  By  the  canon,  the 
ri^t  to  appoint  churchwardens  is  in  the  rector  and  the  vestry ;  and,  if 
they  disagree,  each  is  to  appoint  one.  In  this  parish,  the  appointment  has 
immemorially  been  made  by  the  select  vestry :  the  rector  has  never  inter- 
fered  but  once,  and  that  was  in  1672,  shortly  after  the  faculty  was  obtained. 
It  does  not  appear  upon  what  Mr.  Marriott  founded  his  claim. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  G.  Atkinson^)  for  the  defendants. 
The  claim  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  is,  not  merely  that  a  select  vestry 
has  existed  in  this  parish  from  time  immemorial,  chosen  from  among  the 
inhabitants  who  have  served  the  office  of  churchwarden,  or  submitted  to 
*6001  ^^^  usual  fine  for  not  serving ;  but  that  *the  circumstance  of  a 
party  having  served  that  office,  or  having  been  fined,  makes  him 
ipso  facto  a  select  vestryman,  and  that  the  select  vestrymen  so  constituted 
are  at  liberty  to  re-elect  themselves  to  the  office  of  churchwarden  from  time 
to  time  until  they  sink  down  to  a  minimum  ot  three — which  happens  to  be 
the  smallest  number  that  has  yet  had  the  conduct  of  the  afiairs  of  the 
parish.  It  appears  from  the  case,  that  this  parish  has  immemorially  been 
governed  by  a  select  vestry,  and  that  the  churchwardens  have  formed  part 
of  that  body.  But  it  sufficiently  appears  to  be  an  essential  part  of  that 
custom,  that  the  number  of  the  select  vestry  should  be  kept  up  to  eighty 
or  at  least  that  it  should  be  kept  up  by  the  annual  election  of  one  church- 
warden from  among  the  general  body  of  the  parishioners ;  this  having 
been  the  course  adopted,  with  few  exceptions,  fi'om  the  year  1648,  when 
the  annals  of  the  parish  commence,  down  to  1824,  when  Gibbs  was  first 
elected.  The  case  is  not  affected  by  the  59  G.  3,  c.  12,  though  that  statute 
may  afford  an  argument  to  show  the  utter  worthlessness  of  the  custom  as 
contended  for  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs.  There,  the  defined  minimam 
is  five ;  but  to  these  are  to  be  added  the  rector,  curate,  or  other  minister, 
and  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  for  the  time  being.  The  smalloess 
of  the  number  of  select  vestrymen  in  1652,  does  not  now  admit  of  explana- 
tion ;  but,  from  1667  to  1672,  the  diminution  of  number  is  amply  accounted 
Sat  by  the  circumstances  adverted  to  in  the  faculty.  [Gresswcll,  J. 
Your  argument  assumes  the  necessity  for  the  election  of  a  new  and  addi- 
tional one  every  year.]  It  is  enough  for  my  purpose  to  contend  that  a 
party  cannot  be  elected  continuously  for  a  long  series  of  years,  as  has 
been  done  here.  This  differs  essentially  from  the  custom  relied  on  in  Itt 
*6011  ^^  ^*  Bruin^  3  B.  &  Ad.  614,  which  did  not  involve  the  principle 
^  *of  decay  that  renders  this  custom  bad.  Golding  v.  Fenn  is  abo 
perfectly  distinguishable :  there,  the  custom  was  for  a  reasonable,  thoogii 
an  indefinite  number.  [Erle,  J.  You  contend  that  the  office  and  cha- 
taeter  of  select  vestryman  is  incompatible  with  that  of  chnxchwsrdeDf 
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wheD  the  number  of  select  yestrymen  is,  by  any  accident,  reduced  to 
three?]    It  is  hardly  necessary  to  push  the  argument  to  the  lengtii  of  a 
legal  incapacity.     The  law  upon  this  subject  cannot  be  stated  more  neatly 
and  precisely  than  was  done  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg^ 
ment  of  the  court  of  error  in  Th^son  t.  SmUh^  9  Ad.  ft.  £.  406,  1  P.  & 
D.  307.(a)     « It  is,"  says  his  lordship,  «  an  acknowledged  principle,  that, 
to  give  validity  to  a  custom, — which  has  been  well  described  to  be  an 
usage  which  obtains  the  force  of  law,  and  is,  in  truth,  the  binding  law,  i 
within  a  particular  district,  or  at  a  particular  place,  of  the  persons  and 
things  which  it  concem8y(i) — it  roust  be  certain,  reasonable  in  itself,  com- 
mencing from  time  immemorial,  and  continued  without  interruption."    In 
Jfaylcr  v.  Scott^  2  Ld.  Raym.  1558,  a  custom  that  a  sum  of  money  shall 
be  paid  at  the  usual  time  after  a  woman's  delivery  when  she  should  be 
churched,  was  held  to  be  void  for  uncertainty,  if  it  does  not  show  what 
that  usual  time  is ;  and  also  unreasonable,  because  it  obliged  the  husband 
to  pay,  if  the  woman  was  not  churched  at  all,  or  if  she  went  out  of  the  parish, 
or  died,  before  the  time  of  churching.    In  BeckwUh  r.  Harding^  1  B.  ft 
Aid.  508,  a  custom  for  the  churchwardens  of  a  parish  to  set  up  monu* 
meats,  &c.,  in  a  church,  without  the  consent  either  of  rector  or  ordinary, 
was  held  to  be  bad.    In  Owen  v.  Stainoe^  Skinn.  45,  Sir  T.  Jones,  199,(c) 
a  custom  to  choose  a  supernumerary,  (all  the  places  being  'full,)    t^qm 
who  should  be  admitted  upon  the  death  of  the  next  prebendary, 
was  held  to  be  void  and  foolish,  <«  for,  there  cannot  be  election  but  to  a 
void  place."    In  Medler  t.  The  Biehop  of  WinchesUty  Hob.  225,  Lord 
HoBAET  says  that  «  custom  must  not  deprive  the  law  of  nature."    So,  in 
Vin.  Abr.  Customs^  (E,)  pi.  5,  it  is  said  that  <<  a  custom  against  reason, 
is  void."    And  in  Bac.  Abr.  Customs^  (C,)  it  is  said:  » Every  custom 
ought  to  appear  to  have  had  a  reasonable  commencement,  and  that  at  first 
it  was  voluntarily  agreed  to,  for  the  better  promoting  of  trade  and  com* 
merce,  the  suppression  of  fraud,  the  greater  security  of  men  in  their  estates 
and  possessions,  ftc. ;  and,  in  such  cases,  though  the  custom  be  contrary 
to  the  common  law,  or  against  the  interest  of  a  particular  person,  yet  it 
shall  be  good.    But  every  custom  which  appears  to  have  been  uureasona* 
ble  in  itself,  as  being  against  the  good  of  the  commonwealth,  or  injurious 
tM  a  multitude,  though  beneficial  to  a  particular  person,  or  to  owe  its  com- 
mencement to  the  arbitrary  will  and  oppression  of  a  powerful  lord,  and 
not  to  the  voluntary  agreement  of  the  parties,  is  void ;  nor  can  any  con- 
tinuance of  such  a  custom  give  it  a  sanction,  or  make  that  good  which 
waB  void  in  its  creation."    In  Fryer  v.  Johnsonj  2  Wils.  38,  a  custom  in 
a  parish,  time  out  of  mind,  <«  that  every  parishioner  has  a  right  to  bury  his 
dead  lehtions  in  the  churchyard  as  near  to  their  ancestors  as  possible," 
^ai  held  bad.    A  vast  number  of  authorities  upon  this  subject  will  be 
found  ceUected  in  the  ease  of  MUm  v.  Lord  Granmlle,  5  Q.  B.  701.    la 

(<)  Aadfee  6  Ad.  &  E.  745, 1  K.&  P.  784.  (6)  See  Davis's  Reports,  31, 33. 

I  .(c)  JUk  t.  atmkmt  aShow.  I9h 
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the  present  case,  the  custom  relied  on  for  the  plaintiffs  is  clearly  repug- 
nant to  justice. 

Sir  T,  WUde^  in  reply.  There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  stated  in  this 
^cQoi  CAse  to  show  that  there  was  any  defined  ^minimum.  The  recital 
of  the  custom  in  the  faculty,  tends  to  show  that  there  was  none. 
Nor  is  there  any  thing  to  show  that  the  yearly  election  of  a  new  church- 
warden from  among  the  general  body  of  the  inhabitants,  was  an  essential 
part  of  the  custom.  Cur,  adv,  vult. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
This  was  an  action  for  trover  for  books  claimed  by  the  plaintiG^  as 
churchwardens :  and  the  question  is,  whether  they  were  churchwardens 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen,  Walbrook,  for  the  year  beginning  on  the  12th 
of  April,  1844 ;  in  other  words,  whether  the  election  of  the  plaintiff  Gibbs 
into  the  office  of  senior  churchwarden  on  that  day,  is  void,  he  having  been 
constantly  elected  into  the  same  office,  from  the  year  1825. 

We  find,  from  the  evidence,  that,  according  to  the  custom  of  this  parish, 
two  churchwardens  are  to  be  chosen  annually  by  the  select  vestry,  and 
that  the  select  vestry  is  composed  of  the  clergyman  for  the  time  being,  and 
of  those  who  have  been  elected  to  the  office  of  churchwarden,  and  hate 
either  served  it,  or  been  fined  for  not  doing  so. 

It  is  stated  that  the  records  of  the  parish  begin  in  1648 ;  and  that,  from 
thence  to  1734,  one  fresh  churchwarden  was  chosen  annually  from  the 
parishioners  at  large,  who  served  the  office  of  junior  churchwarden  for 
one  year,  and  who  was  elected  and  served  the  office  of  senior  churchwar- 
den for  the  next  year,  with  an  exception  from  1666  to  1672,  which  is 
immaterial,  as  occasioned  by  the  fire  of  London, — and  with  an  exception 
of  four  other  instances  only ;  that,  fix>m  1734  to  1775,  there  are  no  records; 
and  that,  from  1775  to  1824,  the  same  course  was  pursued,  except  in  four 
instances  only. 

*6041  *Upon  this  statement,  a  presumption  is  raised  that  the  coarse 
so  generally  adopted  is  the  course  required  by  the  custom.  And 
this  presumption  is  strengthened  by  considering  that  the  union  of  interest 
between  the  select  vestry  and  the  c^her  parishioners  would  probably  be 
maintained  by  adhering  to  it,  and  might  be  destroyed  by  departing  irorD 
it ;  and  that  the  parishioners  would,  in  prudence,  take  precautions  to  secure 
such  union,  before  they  would  consent  to  establish  a  custom  for  a  select 
vestry. 

If  the  succession  to  the  office  of  senior  churchwarden  could  be  legally 
stopped,  by  continuing  the  same  person  in  that  office  for  many  years,  the 
same  rule  would  apply  as  to  the  office  of  junior  churchwarden.  And, 
indeed,  it  appears,  that,  for  fifteen  years,  while  the  plaintiff  Gibbs  held 
the  office  of  senior  churchwarden,  one  person  held  the  office  of  junior 
churchwarden :  and  the  consequence  has  been,  as  would  be  expected,  that 
the  number  of  the  select  vestry  has  been  most  inconveniently  reducedii 
We,  therefi)re|  take  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  to  be,  that  it  was  part  of 
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the  custom  by  which  the  right  of  electing  churchwardens  was  conferred 
upon  the  select  vestry,  that  a  new  person  should  be  elected  every  year  into 
the  office  of  junior  churchwarden,  and  that  the  junior  churchwarden  of  the 
preceding  year  should  succeed  to  the  office  of  senior  churchwarden.  If 
such  be  the  custom,  it  follows  that  a  repeated  (a)  re-election  of  the  same 
person  to  the  same  office  of  senior  churchwarden,  without  any  necessity 
for  so  doing,  is  contrary  to  the  custom ;  and,  consequently,  the  election 
in  question  of  the  plaintiff  Gibbs  was  not  valid,  and  a  nonsuit  ought  to 
be  entered.  Rule  accordingly.(fr) 

(a)  The  principle  wonld  appear  to  be  applicable  in  the  case  of  a  tingle  re-election. 
(6)  In  the  foUowing  Hilary  term  a  rule  of  court  waa  made,  by  oonaent,  referring  it  to  Mr. 
F.  fiobinson  to  frame  a  special  verdict  upon  the  principle  of  the  above  decision. 


•REVELL  ».  WETHERELL,  Clerk.    JVbw.2.         ['eOS 

It  is  no  ground  of  objection  to  a  defendant's  being  charged  in  execution,  that  the  plaintiff  had 

on  a  former  occasion  repudiated  the  action. 

Th£  defendant  being  brought  up  for  the  purpose  of  being  charged  in 
execution  for  the  damages  and  costs  recovered  against  him  in  this  action, 

Lushy  on  his  behalf,  objected,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  on  a 
former  occasion  repudiated  the  judgment  upon  which  this  action  was 
brought.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Why  did  not  the  defendant  make  a  substantive 
application  to  the  court  to  stay  the  proceedings,  if  there  were  any  ground 
for  it.^]    He  has  been  a  prisoner  ever  since.(a) 

Wilde,  C.  J.  If  there  be  ground  for  the  objection,  it  should  have  been 
made  the  subject  of  a  special  application  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.  Instead  of  adopting  that  obvious  course,  the  defendant  chooses 
to  come  in  a  way  that  does  not  conveniently  admit  of  an  answer.  I  think 
the  defendant  must  be  charged,  but  without  prejudice  to  any  motion  he 
may  be  advised  to  make. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring — 

The  prisoner  was  committed  in  execution. 

(a)  It  appears  to  be  now  settled  that  an  application  to  set  aside  proceedings ^br  irregularity% 
will  not  be  entertained  after  an  unreasonable  lapse  of  time,  even  in  the  case  of  a  prisoner;  see 
Cmutabk  V.  FothergiU,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  691 ;  Warm  v.  Haddan,  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  900 ;  Davitt  v.  Wat- 
kim,  2  DowL  N.  S.  930 ;  BickruU  v.  Wetherdl,  1  Q.  B.  914, 1  G.  &  D.  230 ;  Clandge  v.  Mackensii, 
5  M.  &  6. 251, 6  Scott,  N.  R.  571. 


•DAVIS  V.  EDWARD  TOWNSEND  BARKER.    JVbt;.  24.       [♦606 

Sembtt^  that  it  is  not  necessary,  upon  a  rule  to  compute,  to  produce  the  bill  or  note  before  the 

master. 
At  aU  events,  a  variance  between  the  name  of  the  defendant  on  the  record  and  that  in  the  biU 

or  note,  wUl  not  justify  the  master  in  decUning  to  proceed  on  the  rule. 

This  was  an  action  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note.    The  defendant  suffered  judgment  by  default.     The  note  being  pro- 
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duced  before  the  master,  upon  a  rule  to  compute,  and  bearing  the  sigoa- 
ture  of  «£.  Barker"  only,  the  master  declined  to  proceed. 

Gray  now  applied  for  the  direction  of  the  court.  He  submitted  tbat 
the  production  of  the  note  or  bill  upon  a  rule  to  compute,  was  never  neces- 
sary, except  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  if  any  payments  had  been  endorsed 
on  the  back ;  and  that,  since  the  rules  requiring  payments  to  be  pleaded, 
the  production  of  the  instrument  was  no  longer  essential,  either  upon  the 
execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry,  or  upon  a  computation  under  a  rule  of  court: 
Lane  v.  MUlinSf  2  Q.  B.  254.  [Maule,  J.  Upon  a  writ  of  inquiry,  the 
defendant  might  prove  payments.  But  the  master  does  not  receive  eri- 
deaee.  The  form  of  the  rule  is,  that  he  do  compute^  not  inquire.]  There 
is  nothing  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  showing  payments  before  the 
master. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  does  not  strike  me  that  the  variance  in  the  name  could 
be  of  any  importance,  after  the  defendant  had  sufiered  judgment  by  default. 
It  is  not,  I  think,  at  all  necessary  to  produce  the  note  before  the  roaster 
upon  a  rule  to  compute.  The  only  ground  for  its  production,  that  I  am 
*6071  ^^^^^  ^^*  ^^  ^^^^  which  has  *been  suggested  ;  and,  in  the  case  of 
a  judgment  by  default,  that  reason  fails.  Certainly  the  difScultj 
that  presented  itself  here  was  no  valid  ground  for  not  proceeding  to  com- 
pute. There  need  be  no  rule  drawn  up ;  the  master  will  act  upon  this 
intimation. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurred. 


DOE  dem.  BURTON  v.  ROE.     Mv.  25. 

The  ooim  refiued  to  grant  even  a  rule  nisi  fbr  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector,  where  die 
notioe  at  the  foot  of  the  declaration  required  the  tenant  to  appear  **  on  the  first  daj'  of.  the 
term,  instead  of  in  the  term  generally. 

C.  Clark  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector.  The  officer 
had  declined  to  draw  up  a  rule,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  at  the  foot  of 
the  declaration  required  the  tenant  to  appear  «<  on  the  first  day  of  Michael- 
mas term,"  instead  of  « in  Michaelmas  term,"  generally.  It  was  sub- 
mitted, that  the  practice  requiring  the  tenant  to  appear  in  the  term  gene- 
rally was  founded  upon  a  rule  of  court  (a)  which  did  not  warrant  it;  that 
the  party  could  not  have  been  misled ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  a  rule  nisi 
might  be  granted. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  notice  in  question  is  intended  for  the  information 
of  laymen.  The  rule  of  practice  being  well  ascertained,  we  are  not  at 
liberty  to  consider,  upon  equitable  grounds,  how  far  it  may  with  propriety 
be  departed  from.  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  grant  even  a  rule  nisi* 
*6081  Maule,  J.  You  may  have  misled  the  party  into  supposing,  that, 
''    unless  he  appeared  on  the  first  day  of  *the  term,  it  would  be  use- 

(a)  Tide  Adams  on  BSectmeni^  4th  ed.  p.  19. 
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less  br  him  to  appear  at  all.    A  man  is  not  to  be  turned  out  of  his  land, 

without  having  a  proper  legal  notice  to  appear  and  defend  bis  possession. 

The  rest  of  (he  court  concurred.  Rule  refused. 


WATSON  V.  KING.     Mv.  7. 

In  debt  for  uae  and  occupation,  one  of  the  plaintifTs  witnesaes,  on  cross-examination,  said  that 
he  had  heard,  yrom  the  plaintiff '$  attorney^  that  there  was  an  agreement  in  writing: — Hdd, 
that  this  was  no  evidence  of  the  existence  of  aa  agreement,  so  as  to  render  its  production 
by  the  plaintiif  necessary. 

Debt  for  use  and  occupation  tried  before  tbeunder-sberiff  of  Middlesex. 
One  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  stating,  upon  cross-examination,  that  he 
had  heard yrom  the  phint^s  attorney^  tbat  the  defendant  had  held  the 
premises  in  question  under  a  written  agreement,  it  was  objected,  for  the 
defendant,  that  the  agreement  ought  to  be  produced ;  and  Brewer  v.  Pal- 
mer^  3  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  213,(a)  was  cited,  where  it  was  held,  that,  where 
prembes  have  been  demised  by  an  agreement  in  writing,  but  not  on 
stamped  paper,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  put  in  the  writing. 

The  under-sheriff  declined  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  but  gave  the  defend- 
ant leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  agreement  was  properly  shown  to  exist. 

Hawkins  now  moved  accordingly,  and  relied  upon  the  case  cited  at  the 
trial. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  in  this  case 
to  show  that  there  was  an  ^agreement  in  writing,  and  therefore  r«gQQ 
that  the  necessity  for  its  production  did  not  arise.  The  attorney 
is  not  the  agent  of  the  client  for  the  purpose  of  making  admissions,  except 
in  the  cause  and  for  the  purpose  of  the  cause.  All  that  appeared  here 
was, — the  defendant  having  been  proved  to  have  held  the  premises  at  a 
certain  rent, — that  one  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  heard  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  say  that  there  was  an  agreement  in  writing.  That  clearly  was  no 
evidence  at  all  to  affect  the  plaintiff. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring —  Hawkins  took  nothing. 

(a)  Recognised  in  Ramsbottom  r.  TunMdge^  a  M.  &  S.  434. 


MILLINGTON  v.  CLARTOGE.     Jfov.  17. 

An  order  of  nisi  prius,  referring  a  cause  to  arbitration,  may  be  made  a  rule  of  oonrt,  without  any 

express  reservation  of  a  power  so  to  do. 

C.  Jones,  Serjt.,  moved  to  make  an  order  of  nisi  prius,  referring  a  cause 
to  arbitration,  a  rule  of  court.  The  officer  had  refused  to  draw  up  the 
fule,  because  the  order  reserved  no  power  to  the  parties,  in  terms,  to  make 
^^  a  mle  of  court.  He  cited  Harrison  v.  Smithy  1  D.  &  L.  876,  where  the 
^ant  of  such  a  reservation  was  held  to  be  immaterial. 
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Maule,  J.  The  case  of  a  submission  by  bond  is  regulated  bj  statute 
9  &  10  W.  3|  c.  15.  But  this  being  a  proceeding  in  a  cause,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  make  the  order  a  rule  of  court, 
though  the  parties  have  not  expressly  provided  for  it. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring —  Rule  absolute. 


•610]         •WOOLLEY  and  Another  v.  SMITH.     Mv.  24. 

By  a  charter-party  entered  into  between  A.  and  Bu,  it  was  provided  that  the  ship,  which  was 
described  to  be  of  the  burden  of  310  tons,  or  thereabouts,  should  proceed  to  Ichaboe,  and 
there  receive  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  guano,  (which  was  to  be  taken  to  the  ships' 
boats  at  the  merchant's  risk  and  expense,  the  captain  to  render  all  possible  aid  with  his 
crew  in  rigging  stages,}  not  exceeding  what  she  could  reasonably  stow  and  cany,  and 
therewith  proceed  to  a  port  in  the  United  Kingdom ;  and  B.  agreed  to  load  the  vessel,  and 
to  pay  freight  42.  10s.  per  ton,  and  6L  per  day  demurrage.  If  labourers  went  out  in  the 
vessel,  the  owner  to  be  allowed  It.  per  man  per  diem.  Penalty  for  breach,  18002.  Should 
the  vessel  arrive  on  or  before  a  given  day,  B.  was  to  pay  501.  over  and  above  the  specified 
freight 

An  action  having  been  brought  against  R  in  April,  1845,  for  not  providing  a  cargo  pursuant 
to  the  charter-party,  judgment  by  default  was  signed  on  the  1st  of  July,  and,  on  the  26th  of 
November,  the  damaages  were  assessed  at  1644/.  3t.  9d,  and  final  judgment  was  signed  an 
the  8th  of  December. 

On  the  16th  of  May,  1845,  uflat  issued  against  B.,  under  which  he  obtained  his  certificate 
on  the  22d  of  August,  subject  to  a  suspension  of  six  months  from  the  8th  of  July. 

Bu  having  been  taken  upon  a  ca.  ta.  on  the  3d  of  February,  1846  >— 

Wdf  that  this  was  not  a  debt  or  demand  provable  under  the  fiat ;  and,  consequently,  that  R 
was  not  entitled  to  be  discharged  from  custody. 

Assumpsit  on  a  charter-party.  The  declaration,  dated  the  6th  of  May, 
1845,  stated,  that,  by  a  certain  charter-party  made  between  the  plaintiflb, 
therein  described  as  owners  of  the  ship  Robert,  of  the  burden  of  310  tons, 
or  thereabouts,  it  was  agreed  that  the  ship  should,  with  all  conyenient 
speed,  proceed  to  Ichaboe,  or  Round  Island,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she  could 
safely  get,  and  there  receive  a  full  and  complete  cargo,  consisting  of 
guano,  which  was  to  be  taken  to  the  ship's  boats  at  the  merchant's  risk 
and  expense,  the  captain  to  render  all  possible  aid  with  his  crew  in  rig* 
ging  stages,  not  exceeding  what  she  could  reasonably  load  and  carry,  orer 
and  above  her  cabin  tackle,  apparel,  provisions,  and  furniture ;  and,  being 
so  loaded,  should  therewith  proceed  to  a  safe  port  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
calling  at  Cork  or  Falmouth  for  orders,  and  waiting  there  a  return  of  post 
from  Liverpool,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she  coidd  safely  get,  and  deliver  the 
*6111  ^^^^  agreeably  *to  bills  of  lading,  and  so  end  the  voyage ;  restraint 
of  princes  and  rulers,  the  dangers  of  the  sea  and  navigation,  fire, 
pirates,  and  enemies,  during  the  said  voyage,  always  excepted :  fifty  run- 
ning  days  to  be  allowed  the  said  merchant,  if  the  ship  should  not  be 
sooner  despatched,  for  loading  the  ship,  to  commence  from  the  period  of 
the  vessel  being  in  a  proper  loading  berth,  which  was  to  be  calculated 
within  twenty  days  after  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  the  port  of  loading ;  to  be 
discharged  as  soon  as  the  custom  of  the  port  permitted :  and  the  defendant 
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did  thereby  promise  and  agree  to  load  the  said  vessel  with  the  said  cargo 
at  Ichaboe,  or  as  above,  and  also  to  receive  the  same  at  her  port  of  deli- 
very as  therein  stated,  and  also  that  he  should  and  would  pay  freight  as 
follows — 4/.  10^.  British  sterling  per  ton  of  20  cwt.,  delivered  at  the 
Queen's  beam ;  payment  whereof  was  to  become  due  and  be  made  as 
follows — one-half  to  be  made  in  cash  on  arrival  at  the  discharging  port, 
and  the  remainder,  on  the  true  delivery  of  the  cargo,  by  good  and  approved 
bills  on  London,  at  three  i|K)Q|bs'  date ;  and  also  should  and  would  pay 
demurrage  the  sum  of  bl.  British  sterling  per  day,  to  be  paid  day  by  day 
for  each  and  every  day  the  said  vessel  should  be  detained  over  and  above 
the  laying  days  and  times  therein  stated ;  but  the  vessel  was  not  to  be 
required  to  remain  on  demurrage  longer  than  ten  days :  the  master  to  sign 
bills  of  lading,  as  tendered,  without  prejudice  to  the  charter-party :  and 
the  charterer  agreed  to  send  out  materials  for  the  stages  and  preserving  the 
guano,  which  were  to  be  taken  free ;  also  labourers,  if  preferred  to  hiring 
them  on  the  spot ;  but,  in  either  case,  the  expense  was  to  be  borne  by  the 
charterer :  if  labourers  went  out  in  the  vessel,  the  owners  to  be  allowed 
Is,  per  man  per  diem.    And,  for  the  true  performance  of  the  agreement, 
the  plaintiffs  did  thereby  bind  themselves,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  said 
vessel,  *her  freight  and  appurtenances,  and  the  defendant  did,  in     r«giQ 
like  manner,  bind  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  the  cargo  to 
be  taken  on  board  the  said  vessel,  each  unto  the  other,  in  the  penal  sum 
of  1800/.  of  good  and  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain ;  it  being  agreed, 
that,  for  the  payment  of  all  freight,  dead  freight  and  demurrage,  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  an  absolute  charge  and  lien  upon  the  said  cargo  firmly 
by  those  presents :  and,  by  a  certain  memorandum  in  writing  thereunder 
v^ritten,  signed  by  the  plaintifis  and  by  the  defendant  respectively,  it  was 
vritnessed  that  the  plaintifis  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  send  off  the  Robert 
from  Liverpool  to  Ichaboe  direct,  in  ballast,  as  soon  as  ready ;  and  that, 
should  she  arrive,  on  her  return,  either  at  Cork  or  Falmouth,  on  or  before 
the  30th  of  April,  1845,  then,  that  the  defendant  (the  charterer)  should 
pay  the  plaintifis,  the  owners  as  aforesaid,  the  additional  sum  of  50/.  clear, 
over  and  above  the  freight  specified  in  the  charter-party ;  and  that,  should 
the  vessel  not  arrive  at  the  time  so  specified  as  above,  then  that  agreement, 
as  to  the  payment  of  such  additional  sum,  was  to  be  void :  Mutual  pro- 
mises: Averment,  that  the  ship  did,  with  all  convenient  speed,  proceed 
to  Ichaboe  from  Liverpool  direct,  in  ballast ;  and,  although  the  said  ship 
arrived  at  Ichaboe  aforesaid  on  the  24th  of  November,  1844,  and,  within 
twenty  days  of  such  arrival  as  aforesaid,  the  said  ship  lay  in  a  proper 
loading-berth,  and  the  plaintifis.  were  ready  and  willing  to  receive  such 
cargo  as  aforesaid,  on  the  same  being  take'ta  to  the  ship^s  boats  at  the 
i^^^rchant's  risk  and  expense,  and  the  captain  was  then  ready  and  willing 
to  render  all  possible  aid  with  his  crew  in  rigging  stages,  and  in  other 
necessary  respects,  and  the  plaintifis  would  also  then  have  received  and 
loaded  such  full  and  complete  cargo  as  aforesaid,  on  the  same  being  taken 
^OL.  ra.  48  2i2 
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to  the  ship's  boats  at  the  merchant's  risk  and  expense,  and  the  captain 
*6131  ^^"^^  ^^^^  *haye  rendered  all  possible  aid  with  his  crew  in  rig- 
ging stages,  aiid  in  other  necessary  respects,  according  to  the 
tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  charter-party,  and  the  defendant's  promise  in 
respect  thereof;  and,  although  the  saifl  ship  then  lay  in  such  proper  load* 
ing*berth  at  Ichaboe  for  a  bng  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  said  spaee 
of  fifty  days  in  the  said  charter-party  menlioiied,  of  which  the  defendant 
then  bad  notice ;  yet  the  defendant  did  not,  B0r  would,  within  the  nam* 
her  of  days  in  the  eharter-palrty  mentioned,  or  at  any  time  afterwards, 
load  the  same  with  such  cargo  of  guano  as  aforesaid,  but  therein  failed 
and  made  default:  by  reason  of  which  several  premises,  the  plaintifls 
were  unable  to  load  a  homeward  cargo  in  and  on  board  their  said  ship, 
and  had  lost  and  been  deprived  of  the  freight  and  reward,  and  of  great 
gains,  profits,  and  emoluments  which  might  and  would  have  become  dae 
and  payable  to  them  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  charter-party  and 
memorandum  respectively ;  and  the  plaintifls,  during  a  long  space  of  time, 
to  wit,  the  space  of  six  months  then  next,  had  wholly  lost  and  been 
deprived  of  the  use  of  the  said  ship. 

There  was  also  a  count  for  the  use  and  hire  of  the  ship,  and  a  coant 
upon  an  account  stated. 

On  the  Ist  of  July,  1846,  judgment  was  signed  for  want  of  a  plea,  and 
on  the  16th  of  November  the  damages  were  assessed,  upon  a  writ  of 
inquiry,  at  1644/.  3^.  9d. ;  and  final  judgment  was  signed  on  the  8th  of 
December. 

A  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  defendant  on  the  16th  of  May, 
1845,  under  which  he  was  duly  declared  a  bankrupt.  On  the  22d  of 
August,  he  obtained  the  allowance  of  his  certificate,  subject  to  a  suspen- 
sion for  six  months  from  the  8th  of  July  then  last. 
*6141  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  February,  1846,  the  defendant  was  ^arrested, 
under  a  ca,  $a,  issued  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  above  judgment. 

Byles^  Seijt.,  in  Hilary  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  discharge  the 
defendant  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  that  the  demand  in  respect  of 
which  he  was  arrested  was  a  debt  provable  under  the  fiat. 

Channellf  Serjt.,  in  Trinity  term,  showed  cause.  The  claim  for  which 
this  action  was  brought,  and  the  judgment  recovered,  was  for  unliquidated 
damages,  and  therefore  was  not  a  claim  or  demand  made  provable  by  the 
6  G.  4,  c.  16,  8.  121.  The  amount  of  freight  payable  under  the  charte^ 
party  would  depend  upon  a  variety  of  circumstances,  that  could  only  be 
ascertained  by  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  [Maulg,  J.  The  freight  is 
not  payable  with  reference  to  the  tonnage  of  the  vessel,  but  only  upon  the 
quantity  of  cargo  brought  hoine.]  Besides,  something  was  to  be  done  by  the 
plaintiffs.  In  Green  v.  Bicknell,  8  Ad.  &  £.  701,  3  N.  &  P.  634,  in  a 
special  case,  it  was  stated,  that,  by  contract  between  B.  and  6.,  the  lattei 
bad  agreed  to  sell  to  the  former  all  the  oil  which  should  arrive  by  a  cer- 
'  tain  ship  which  B.  was  to  receive  within  fourteen  days  after  the  landing 
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of  the  cargo,  and  pay  for,  at  the  expiration  of  that  timef  by  bills  or  money, 
at  a  specified  price  per  ton,  with  customary  allowaiices ;  that  the  ship 
arriTed,  and  the  cargo  was  landed,  and  G.  tendered  the  oil  to  B.  at  the 
end  of  the  fourteen  days ;  that  the  quantity  of  oil,  after  allowances,  &c.> 
was  a  certain  number  of  tons  stated  in  the  case ;  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
tender,  the  market  price  of  oil  was  lower  than  the  contract  price,  by  an 
amount  stated ;  that  B.,  on  the  tender  being  made,  refused  to  accept ;  and 
tbat  the  difference  of  prices  was  within  the  knowledge  of  the  *par-     r*gi  5 
ties:  it  was  held,  that,  B.  having  become  bankrupt  after  the  refu- 
sal, G.  could  not  prove  for  this  breach  of  contract  under  the  commissicm ; 
for,  that,  although  O.'s  claim  would  be  measured  by  the  difference 
between  the  contract  and  market  prices  at  the  time  when  B.  should  have 
fulfilled  his  contract,  yet  the  case  did  not  show  that  the  data  on  which  the 
calculation  must  proceed  were  so  settled  as  to  admit  of  no  dispute,  and 
render  the  intervention  of  a  jury  unnecessary ;  and,  consequently,  that  the 
claim  of  G.  was  not  for  a  debt,  but  for  damages.    Lord  Denman,  in  deli- 
vering the  judgment  of  the  court,  there  said :  <(In  many  cases  in  Chan- 
cery, proof  has  been  admitted  of  the  value  of  stock  agreed  to  be  trans* 
ferred  at  a  given  day.     Most  of  them  are  cases  of  loans  of  stock ;  but 
there  is  one  instance  of  allowing  the  value  of  a  sum  of  stock  to  be  proved, 
which  was  covenanted  to  be  transferred  by  a  marriage  8ettlement.(a)    We 
were  strongly  pressed  with  these  authorities,  as  establishing  the  principle 
that  any  right  to  recover  money,  or  money's  worth,  may  be  treated  as  a 
debt,  when  its  amount  may  be  fixed  by  calculation.    But  we  think  that 
those  cases  must  be  regarded  as  exceptions  to  the  rule,  which  is,  generally 
speaking,  that  no  claim  of  this  nature  shall  be  provable  as  a  debt,  for 
which  the  intervention  of  a  jury  is  necessary.     That  it  was  so  here,  is 
undeniable ;  for,  every  one  of  the  data  which  form  the  basis  of  the  calcu- 
lation, may  be  denied  and  disputed,  and  is  the  subject  of  opinion  rather 
than  direct  decision  of  facts.    And,  although  the  case  finds  the  quantity 
of  the  oil^  and  that  it  was  of  merchantable  quality,  and  that  customary 
allowances  were  offered  to  be  made,  and  what  was  the  market  price  of  oil 
of  that  quality  at  the  time  of  refusal,  anu  wuai  such  price  was  in  the  know* 
ledge  of  all  the  parties,  yet  it  does  not  find  that  any  settlement  was 
*made,  or  account  agreed  to,  by  the  bankrupts,  nor  any  thing     r«gig 
which  would  have  precluded  them  from  disputing  every  one  of    ^ 
those  facts  before  a  jury:  on  the  contrary,  it  states  that  the  bankrupts 
positively  refused  to  accept  or  pay  for  the  oil,  and  no  reason  is  assigned 
for  their  so  doing.    For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  sum 
claimed  is  not  a  debt,  but  damages,  and  cannot  be  proved."    Parker  v. 
BamsboUom,  3  B.  &  C.  257,  5  D.  &  R.  138,  and  Ex  parte  Jdoffatt,  in  re 
TaUj  1  Mont.  D.  &  De  G.  282,  will  probably  be  relied  on  for  the  defend- 
nt«     The  former  was  a  case  relating  to  a  transfer  of  stock ;  which,  as 
JLord  DENMAif  observes,  in  Green  v.  BicknMj  stands  upon  a  totally  ditier- 

(a)  Ex  parte  CampbtJt  16  Yet.  jun.  244. 
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ent  footing^.    Ex  parte  Moffait  is  also  distinguishable.    By  the  custom  of 
the  tea  trade,  when  teas  are  sold  at  a  given  prompt,  or  future  day  of  pay- 
ment, the  buyer  pays  a  deposit  in  part  of  the  purchase-money,  and  the 
vendor  retains  the  teas,  or  the  warrants  representing  them,  until  the  day 
of  prompt,  when,  if  he  fails  to  pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money, 
the  vendor  is  at  liberty  to  resell  Ae  teas,  and  to  charge  the  purchaser 
with  any  deficiency,  together  with  interest  from  the  prompt  day,  warehouse 
rent,  &c. :  it  was  held  by  the  court  of  review,  that,  where  the  vendee 
became  bankrupt  before  the  day  of  prompt,  and  the  assignees  refused  to 
take  the  teas,  or  pay  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money,  the  vendor  migbt 
resell  them,  and  prove  for  the  amount  uf  the  deficiency.     Sir  John  Cross 
said :  «<  There  is  a  great  distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of  Giten 
T.  BickneU  ;  in  that  case,  there  was  no  part  of  the  contract  extending  to 
liberty  for  the  vendor  to  resell,  upon  default.     That  appears  to  me  to  make 
all  the  difierence  ;  for,  here,  the  power  to  resell  forms  part  of  the  original 
*6171     ^^^^^^^^'    1*l^e  usage  of  the  trade  is  a  mere  question  of  fact ;  it  ^has 
been  sworn  to  by  two  witnesses,  and  not  denied ;  we  must,  there- 
fore, take  it  as  if  the  usage  was  engrailed  into  the  contract ;  which  would 
consequently  stand  thus : — a  deposit  of  part  of  the  purchase-money  to  be 
paid,  and  the  remainder  on  a  particular  day ;  but,  if  default  should  be 
made  in  paying  the  residue  on  that  day,  then  the  vendor  to  be  at  liberty 
to  resell,  and  charge  the  purchaser  with  the  difference,  including  interest, 
warehouse  room,  &c.    Now,  all  these  are  ascertainable  sums ;  for,  <  id  cer- 
turn  est^  quod  certum  reddi  potest.^     I  have  no  difficulty,  therefore,  in  say- 
ing that  the  petitioners  had  a  right  to  sell  the  goods,  and  to  make  their 
proof  for  the  difference."    Ex  parte  Harrison^  in  re  Gales,  3  Mont.  D.  fc 
De  G.  350,  is  to  the  same  effect.     There,  the  debt  was  of  an  ascertained 
amount,  though  subject  to  be  reduced  upon  a  certain  contingency.    Here, 
the^^  having  issued  before  interlocutory  judgment,  though  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  the  case  is  not  aided  by  the  fifty-eighth  section 
of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  14.(a)    In  Ex  parte  Poacher^  in  re  Cable,  1  Glyn  t 
J.  385,  it  was  held,  that,  where*  in  an  action  upon  contract,  the  verdict  is 
before  and  the  judgment  aflei  i^e  bankruptcy,  the  costs  are  provable; 
but,  if  the  verdict  as  well  as  the  judgment  be  afler  the  bankruptcy,  the 
costs  are  not  provable,  though  it  seems  they  are  barred  by  the  certificate. 
ByleSy  Seijt.,  in  support  of  his  rule.     The  demand  in  question  was 
•6181     ^'^^'■'y  provable.     The  forty-seventh  *section  of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16, 
enacts  that  «<  every  person  with  whom  any  bankrupt  shall  hate 
really  and  band  fide  contracted  any  debt  or  demand  before  the  issuing  the 
commission  against  him,  shall,  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy 

(a)  Wliich  enacts,  that, "  if  any  plaintiff  in  any  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity,  or  pedtiaa 
in  bankruptcy  or  lunacy,  shall  have  obtained  any  judgment,  decree,  or  order  against  any  per- 
ion  who  shall  thereafter  become  bankrupt,  for  any  debt  or  demand  in  respect  of  which  such 
plaintiff  or  petitioner  shall  prove  under  tlie  commission,  such  plaintifl'or  petitioner  shall  al* 
be  entitled  to  prove  for  the  costs  which  he  shall  have  incurred  in  obtaining  the  same,  altfaoq^ 
such  costs  shall  not  have  been  taxed  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy." 
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eommitted  by  such  bankrupt,  be  admitted  to  prore  the  same,  and  be  a 
creditor  under  such  commission,  as  if  no  such  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been 
committed^  provided  such  person  had  not,  at  the  time  the  same  was  con* 
tracted,  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed." 
Some  sense  must  be  given  to  the  word  <<  demand."    In  Johnson  v.  SpiUer, 
1  Dougl.  168,  n.,  BuLLEB,  J.,  says :  « It  is  not  to  be  taken  for  granted  that 
a  demand  in  trover  cannot  be  proved  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy ; 
where  the  demand  can  be  liquidated,  it  may.     It  is  only  personal  damage, 
as,  for  an  assault,  &c.»  that  cannot  be  proved."     [Cresswell,  J.     That 
doctrine  was  disapproved  of  in  Parker  v*  J^orion^  6  T.  R.  699,  where  Lord 
Kenyon  said :  <<  I  understand  Mr.  J.  Buller,  in  using  the  words  attri- 
buted to  him,  to  have  meant  only  this,  that,  if  a  person  has  his  election 
of  two  remedies,  and  may  either  bring  trover  or  any  other  action,  the  pos- 
sibility of  his  electing  to  bring  trover  shall  not  prevent  his  proving  his  debt 
under  the  commission  of  bankruptcy,  if  he  will  waive  the  tort ;  and  I 
assent  to  the  proposition  so  qualified."]     The  necessity  for  the  interven- 
tion of  a  jury  to  ascertain  the  amount,  cannot  be  the  true  test.    In  Utter' 
son  V.  Vemony  3  T.  R.  539,  Buller,  J.,  says :  «<  The  rule  is  this :  if  the 
creditor  wish  to  prove  a  debt  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  it  is 
necessary  that  he  should  be  able  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  it  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury ;  and,  if  it  be  so  certain  that  he  can  swear  to  it^  he 
is  entitled  to  prove  it  under  the  commission."    And  'though  the     r«g-iQ 
decision  in  that  case  was  subsequently  reversed,(a)  the  propriety 
of  that  dictum  is  not  brought  in  question.     [Cresswell,  J.     It  would  be 
difficult  to  say  that  the  demand  in  this  case  was  such  that  the  plaintifls 
could  have  sworn  to  it.]    The  burden  of  the  vessel  being  ascertained, 
there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  computing  the  amount  of  freight.     [Cress- 
well, J.    It  is  not  a  simple  matter  of  computation.]    In  Ex  parte  Day^ 
7  Ves.  jun.  301,  the  obligor  in  a  bond  given  upon  a  loan  of  stock,  to  secure 
a  re-transfer,  and  the  dividends  in  the  mean  time,  becoming  a  bankrupt 
>fter  the  day  mentioned  in  the  condition,  proof  was  admitted  for  the 
amount  of  the  dividends  due  before  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  value  of  the 
stock  at  the  date  of  the  commission,  by  analogy  to  the  case  of  annuities. 
So,  in  Ex  parte  Campbell^  16  Ves.  jun.  244,  the  value  of  stock  covenanted 
to  be  transferred  by  a  marriage  settlement,  was  allowed  to  be  proved.    If 
the  form  of  action  would  make  any  difference,  debt  might  have  been 
brought  upon  this  charter-party,  though  not  under  seal,  and  though  the 
damages  are  not  liquidated.     The  criterion  suggested  in  Green  v.  Bicknell 
clearly  cannot  be  sustained  to  its  full  extent.    In  Lane  y.  Burghart^  1  Q. 
B*  933, 1  Gale  &  D.  311,(5)  the  defendant,  against  whom  ^fiat  of  bank- 
ruptcy issued  on  the  19th  of  April,  1839,  and  who  obtained  his  certificate 
on  the  6th  of  August,  1839,  gave  the  folloiving  undertaking  to  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  17th  of  November,  1838: — "In  consideration  of  your  dis- 
charging B.  out  of  custody,  (who  had  been  taken  under  a  ca,  sa,  at  the 

(a}  See  4  T.  R.  570.         (6)  ^nd  see  Lan€  v.  Bwghari^  3  M.  &  6. 597, 4  Soott,  N.  R.  287.   » 
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8uit  of  the  plaintiflTy)  I  undertake  he  shall  pay  the  debt  due  to  you,  by  four 
instalments,  the  first  to  be  paid  on  the  17th  of  May,  1839.'^  On  this  B. 
*6201  ^^  discharged :  and  it  was  held  that  the  defendant's  ^certificate 
was  a  bar  to  the  first  two  instalments,  because  B.  having  been  dis- 
charged from  the  debt,  this  was  an  original  undertaking  on  his  part  to  pay 
by  the  hand  of  B.  In  this  case,  the  certificate  became  operative  only  on 
the  8th  of  January,  1846,  when  the  suspension  ceased.  The  judgment 
was  signed  on  the  1st  of  July,  1845,  and  therefore  it  was  a  debt  provable , 
by  virtue  of  the  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  39.  [Maule,  J.  Final  judgment 
.was  not  signed  until  after  the  allowance  of  the  certificate.  The  only 
question  is,  whether  the  debt  was  a  provable  debt.]        Cur,  ado.  mttt. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  this  case,  the  defendant,  who  had  been  arrested  on  a  ca.  sa,,  obtained 
a  rule  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  oa 
the  ground  that  he  had  become  bankrupt  and  obtained  his  certificate,  and 
that  the  plaintifis'  demand  was  provable  under  the  fiat.  It  appeared  by 
the  affidavits,  that,  on  the  13th  of  July,  1844,  a  charter-party  was  entered 
into  by  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  the  ship 
Robert,  of  the  burden  of  310  tons  or  thereabouts,  should  proceed  forth- 
widi  to  Ichaboe  or  Round  Island,  and  there  take  in  from  the  defendant  a 
fall  cargo  of  guano,  or  other  merchandise^  and,  being  therewith  laden, 
should  return  to  Liverpool,  and  discharge  her  cargo,  for  which  tiie  defend* 
ant  agreed  to  pay  freight  at  the  rate  of  41.  lOs.  for  every  ton,  of  20  cwt, 
delivered :  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  provide  a  full  cargo,  and  put  it  on 
board  at  his  own  expense :  and  the  parties  mutually  bound  themselves,  in 
the  penalty  of  1800/.,  for  the  due  performance  of  the  contract. 

lie  ship  saUed  to  Ichaboe,  and  remained  there  the  stipulated  time ;  but 
*6211  ^^^  defendant  did  not  provide  any  *cargo.  An  action  was  com- 
menced by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  before  the  issaing 
of  the^^  hereafter  mentioned,  in  which  the  plaintiffs  declared  in  their 
first  count  specially  on  the  charter-party,  and  claimed  damages  fi>r  the 
breach  of  contract  by  the  defendant,  in  not  providing  a  cargo.  A  count 
was  added,  for  the  hire  and  use  of  the  vessel.  Interlocutory  judgment  was 
signed  for  want  of  a  plea ;  and  on  the  16th  of  November,  1845,  a  wiit 
of  inquiry  was  executed,  and  the  damages  assessed  at  1644J.  3s.  9d. 
Final  judgment  was  signed  on  the  8th  of  December. 

On  the  16&  of  May,  1846,  a  Jiat  issued,  under  which  the  defendant 
was  declared  a  bankrupt ;  and,  on  the  22d  of  August,  his  certificate  of 
conformity  was  allowed,  subject  to  a  suspension  thereof  for  six  months 
firom  the  8th  of  July  then  last. 

On  the  3d  of  February,  1846,  on  a  co.  sa.  issued  by  the  plaintiffi,  the 
defendant  was  arrested. 

The  question  was  argued  in  last  Trinity  term,  when  severalpoints  were 
ui^^d  in  support  of  the  rule : — ^First,  that  the  claim  in  the  action  wv  t 
debt  the  amount  ai  whidi  was  capable  of  being  ascertained  without  the 
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aid  of  a  jury ;  that,  wfaea  the  ship  returned  without  any  cargo  put  on 
board  by  the  defendant,  an  action  of  debt  might  have  been  maintained 
against  him  for  the  penalty ;  and,  at  all  events,  that  the  debt  was  provable, 
jitdgment  having  been  obtained  before  the  allowance  of  the  certificate, 
which  could  not  be  considered  as  allowed  until  the  period  for  which  it 
was  suspended  had  expired — ^for  which  the  5&€  Vict.  c«  122,  s.  39,  was 
leferred  to. 

Tiie  case  stood  over  for  consideration ;  and  my  brothers  Maule  and 
CassswfiLL  and  I,  before  whom  it  was  argued,  are  now  of  opinion  that 
the  rule  must  be  discharged.  And,  first,  as  to  the  argument  founded  on 
the  clause  in  the  charter-party  whereby  each  was  bound  for  the  due  per^ 
formance  of  it  in  the  penal  sum  of  1800/. ;  *it  is  clear  that  the  T*ao2 
]riaintifis  couid  not  on  that  account  have  proved  either  the  sum 
of  1800/.  or  any  other  sum  as  a  debt  due  to  them,  the  penalty  not  being 
introduced  as  a  measure  of  damages,  or  liquidated  sum,  to  be  paid  in  the 
event  of  a  breach  of  the  charter-party :  Gaddard  v.  Vanderkayden^  3  Wils. 
270.  Nor  can  the  defendant  derive  any  benefit  from  the  argument  fi)unded 
on  the  suspension  of  the  certificate  until  after  final  judgment  was  signed; 
ibr,  either  the  sum  recovered  was  a  debt  which  existed  before  the  action 
was  commenced,  and  before  the  bankruptcy,  or  it  was  a  sum  awarded  for 
damages  which  were  before  unliquidated ;  in  which  case,  the  assessment 
not  having  been  made  until  long  after  the  fiat  issued,  the  amount  of  da- 
mages cannot  be  proved. 

The  real  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  sum  recovered  in  the  action 

can  be  considered  as  a  debt  existing  before  the  commencement  of  the 

action.    The  cases  of  John$au  v.  SpiUer^  1  Dougl.  167,  and  Parker  v. 

ICorioni  6  T.  R.  695,  which  were  cited  in  support  of  the  rule,  were  very 

different  from  the  present,    llie  first  was  an  action  for  money  had  and 

received  ;  and  Lord  Maksreld  decided  that  the  claim  might  have  been 

proved,  because  the  defendant  might  have  been  sued  for  money  had  and 

received  before  his  bankruptcy.    Parker  v.  Jforton  was  an  action  of  trover ; 

and  the  court  held  that  it  was  not  barred  by  the  bankruptcy  and  certificate 

of  the  defendant,  although  the  conversion  was  before  the  bankruptcy,  and 

the  plaintiff  might,  had  he  so  elected,  have  waived  the  tort,  and  proved 

his  claim  under  the  commission  as  a  debt.     And  the  effect  of  the  diehim 

of  BuLLEB,  J.,  in  Joknion  v.  SpiUer^  that  a  party  may  prove  a  demand  in 

trover,  where  the  amount  can  be  liquidated,  was  explained  to  mean,  not 

that  the  party  must  prove,  but  that,  *where  he  has  a  right  to  sue     r^go^ 

in  trover,  or,  waiving  the  tort,  to  sue  in  assumpsit  for  a  liquidated     '' 

demand,  he  may  prove  it.    The  cases  relating  to  contracts  to  replace  stock 

ftppear  to  rest  on  the  same  principle  as  Johnson  v.  SpiUer^  viz.  that,  where 

the  day  for  replacing  it  has  passed  before  the  bankruptcy,  so  much  of  the 

BDoney  produced  by  the  original  sale  as  would  have  been  necessary  to 

v^phce  it  on  the  day  appointed,  may  be  considered  as  money  bad  and 

Kceived  to  the  use  of  the  party  lending  the  stock,  and  it  is  therefore  a 
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debt,  ascertained  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy:  on  the  other  hand,  where 
a  contract  has  been  broken,  and  the  demand  thereupon  arising  is  not  a 
debt,  but  damages,  the  amount  of  which  may  depend  on  various  circum'^ 
stances,  and  which  it  is  necessary  that  a  jury  should  estimate,  unless  they 
are  ascertained  before  the  issuing  of  a^/So/,  they  cannot  be  proved.  That 
point  was  very  fully  discussed  and  considered  in  the  recent  case  of  Green 
V.  Bic/cnell,  8  Ad.  &E.  701,  3  N.  &  P.  634.  That  was  a  contract  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  sell  to  the  defendant  all  the  oil  that  should  arrive  by  a  certain 
vessel,  at  a  certain  price,  and  by  the  defendant  to  accept  and  pay  for  it. 
The  ship  arrived,  and  the  oil  was  tendered  before  the  defendant  became 
bankrupt;  but  he  did  not  accept  or  pay  for  it:  and  the  court  held  that  the 
demand  of  the  plaintifis  in  respect  of  that  breach  of  contract,  was  not 
provable  under  the  fiaty  although  that  demand  was  to  be  ascertained  by 
the  application  of  a  well-established  principle.  So,  here,  the  vessel  went 
to  Ichaboe  in  pursuance  of  the  charter,  and  the  defendant  failed  to  provide 
a  cargo  according  to  his  contract.  That  failure  was  before  his  bankruptcy ; 
and  he  thereupon  became  liable  to  pay  such  damages  as  resulted  to  the 
plaintiff  from  that  breach.  But  the  amount  was  unliquidated. 
*6241  '^'  indeed,  the  contract  had  been,  to  pay  a  certain  *gross  sum 
for  the  voyage,  or  a  sum  regulated  by  the  tonnage  of  the  vessel, 
as  soon  as  the  voyage  was  completed,  that  sum  would  have  been  a  debt. 
Such,  however,  was  not  the  bargain.  The  defendant  contracted  to  pay  a 
certain  sum  for  each  ton  of  guano  delivered,  and  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to 
earn  freight  for  as  many  tons  as  the  ship  could  carry.  The  demand  in 
respect  of  freight  for  any  cargo  actually  brought  home  would  be  a  debt ; 
but  the  demand  in  respect  of  the  defendant's  breach  of  his  contract  to 
enable  the  plaintiffs  to  earn  freight,  is  for  damages  only ;  and  any  sum 
actually  earned  by  the  plaintifis  by  bringing  home  a  cargo  for  other  per- 
sons, or  employing  a  ship  in  any  other  way,  would  have  to  be  taken  into 
account  in  estimating  those  damages. 

It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  that  that  was,  properly  speaking,  a  demand 
for  unliquidated  damages,  which  could  not  be  proved  under  the  fiat;  and, 
consequently,  that  the  defendant  is  not  protected  by  his  certificate,  or  en- 
titled to  be  discharged  out  of  custody. 

This  is  to  be  considered  as  the  judgment  of  my  brothers  Maule  and 
Cresswell  and  myself;  the  late  lord  chief  justice  not  having  intimated 
any  opinion.  Rule  discharged. 


*625]    •PANNELL  v.  Sir  JOHN  BARKER  MILL,  Bart.,  and  HENRY 

POWELL.    Mv.  19. 

In  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  closes  of  A^  (the  plaintifi|)  it  was  pleaded  that  fi, 
(the  defendant,)  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  closes,  and  of  the  manor  of  hL,  whereof  the 
closes  were  parcel,  demised  the  closes  to  C.  for  ninety-nine  years;  and  that^  afterward^  bf 
indenture  made  between  E  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  of  the  other  part,  C.  granted  to  tbs 
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defenctant  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to  pursue,  kill,  and  take  all  birds  of  warren  at  anf 
time  during  the  term  in  and  upon  the  closes,  together  with  free  liberty  to  enter  the  closes, 
and  therein  to  pursue,  kill,  and  take  the  birds  of  warren  in  and  upon  the  same,  at  any  time, 
at  his  free  will  and  pleasure;  and  so  justified  entering  upon  the  closes  for  the  purpose  of . 
pursuing  therein  birds  of  warren.  A.  craved  oyer  of  the  indenture,  and  demurred  to  the 
plea.  The  indenture  appeared  to  be  a  demise  of  the  closes  by  B.  to  C,  *<  except,  and  al> 
ways  reserved  out  of  that  demise  unto  R,  &c^  all  timber  uees,  &Cn  and  also  except  and 
reserved  all  royalties  whatsoever  to  the  premises  belonging  or  in  any  wise  appertaining:"— 

Sanhk,  that  this  clause  created  an  exception  or  reservation,  and  was  not  properly  pleadable 
u  a  grani. 

But,  held,  that,  at  all  events^  it  did  not  amount  to  a  grant  by  C.  of  a  liberty  to  E  to  enter  upon . 
the  closes  for  the  purpose  of  pursuing,  killing,  and  taking  birds  of  warren. 

TRESPASS,  for  breaking  and  entering  two  closes  of  the  plaintiff,  situate 
in  the  parish  of  Milbrook,  in  the  county  of  Southampton,  respectively 
called  the  Orchard  and  Hill  Pasture,  and  treading  down,  &c.,  the  straw- 
berries, &c.,  there  then  growing,  &c. 

Third  plea — as  to  all  the  trespasses  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  ex- 
cept as  to  subverting  and  spoiling  the  earth  and  soil  of  the  said  several 
closes — ^that,  long  before  the  several  times  when,  &c.,  or  any  of  them,  Sir 
Charles  Mill,  Bart.,  was  seised,  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  of  and  in, 
amongst  other  things,  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.,  and  also  of  the  lord- 
ship and  manor  of  Milbrook,  of  the  demesne  lands  of  which  manor  the 
said  several  closes  in  which,  &c.  then  were,  and  still  are,  part;  that,  being 
so  seised,  he  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  of  June,  1829,  duly  made  and 
published  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  &c.,  and  thereby,  amongst 
other  things,  gave  and  devised  the  said  several  closes  in  which,  &c.,  with 
the  appurtenances,  and  also  the  said  *lordship  and  manor  of  Mil-     r«526 
brook,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  the  defendant  Sir  J.  B.  Mill,  for 
the  term  of  his  natural  life ;  and  also  by  his  said  will  gave  to  the  said  Sir 
J-  B.  Mill  power  and  authority  to  grant  leases  of  the  said  several  closes  in 
which,  &c. :  that  the  said  Sir  Charles  Mill  afterwards,  and  before  the  said 
several  times  when,  &c.,  or  any  of  them,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  February, 
1835,  died  .so  seised  of  and  in  the  said  several  closes  in  which,  &c.,  with 
the  appurtenances,  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  said  lordship  and  manor  of 
Milbrook,  with  the  appurtenances,  without  altering  his  said  will  as  to  the 
said  devise  of  the  said  several  closes  in  which,  &c.,  to  the  defendant  Sir 
J*  B.  Mill ;  whereupon  and  whereby  the  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill  then  became 
sod  was  and  continued  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold  for  the  term 
of  his  natural  life,  of  and  in  the  said  several  closes  in  which,  &c.,  with 
the  appurtenances,  and  of  and  in  the  said  lordship  and  manor  of  Milbrook, 
with  the  appurtenances :  that  thereupon  afterwards,  and  before  the  said 
several  times  when,  &c.,  or  any  of  them,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  of  July,  1845, 
he  the  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill,  being  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold  for 
the  term  of  his  natural  life  of  and  in  the  said  several. closes  in  which,  &c., 
with  the  appurtenances,  and  of  and  in  the  said  lordship  and  manor  of 
Milbrook,  with  the  appurtenances,  did,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  estate 
snd  interest  of  him  the  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill  in  the  said  several  closes  in 
which,  &c.,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  also  under  and  by  virtue  of  th« 
T0L.UI.  49  2K 
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power  and  authority  given  to  him  by  the  said  will  of  the  said  Sir  C.  Mill 
in  that  behalf,  grant  and  demise  unto  Charles  Bridger,  his  executors,  &c., 
amongst  other  things,  the  said  several  closes  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
to  have  and  to  bold  the  same  unto  him  the  said  Charles  Bridger,  his  exe- 
cutors, &c.,  from  thenceforth  for  and  during  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years, 
•6271  ^^  Capron  Bridger,  Osmer  Bridger,  •and  Arthur  Bridger,  or  anj 
or  either  of  them,  should  so  long  live:  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  od 
the  said  28th  of  July,  1845,  the  said  Charles  Bridger  entered  and  took 
possession  of  the  said  several  closes  in  which,  &c.,  as  tenant  to  the  said 
Sir  J.  B.  Mill,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  last-mentioned  grant  and  demise; 
that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  last  aforesaid,  by  a  certain  indenture  then 
made  by  and  between  the  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said 
Charles  Bridger  of  the  other  part — profert — the  said  Charles  Bridger  did, 
amongst  other  things,  grant  unto  die  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill  and  other  tbe 
person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  in  reversion  or  remainder 
immediately  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  term  so  granted  bj 
the  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill  as  above  in  this  plea  mentioned,  the  sole  and  excla- 
sive  right  to  pursue,  kill,  and  take  all  birds  of  warren  at  any  time  during 
the  said  term  being  in  and  upon  the  said  several  closes,  or  any  of  them, 
together  with  free  liberty  for  himself,  themselves,  and  his  and  their  ser- 
vants, to  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  several  closes  in  which,  &c.,  or  any 
part  thereof,  and  therein  to  pursue,  kiU,  and  take  the  birds  of  warren  in 
and  upon  the  same,  at  any  time,  at  his  and  their  free  will  and  pleasure: 
that  afterwards  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise  from  the 
said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill,  to  the  said  Charles  Bridger,  and  of  the  term  aforesaid, 
and  whilst  the  said  Capron  Bridger,  Osmer  Bridger,  and  Arthur  Bridger 
were,  and  each  of  them  was,  in  full  life,  and  at  the  said  several  times 
when,  &c.,  the  said  several  times  being,  and  each  of  them  being,  at  pro- 
per seasons  of  the  year  in  that  behalf,  he  the  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  grant,  and  in  exercise  of  the  said  several  rights 
so  conferred  thereby  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  Henry  Powell,  as  his  ser- 
vant, and  by  his  command,  did  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  several  closes 
•6281  ^^  ^^^  declaration  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  •pursuing  and 
killing  and  taking  thereon,  and  did  pursue,  kill,  and  take  therein, 
divers,  to  wit,  ten  birds  of  warren,  to  wit,  partridges,  and  in  so  dmng  did 
unavoidably  a  little  tread  down,  crush,  and  injure  the  produce,  grass, 
and  herbage  of  the  plaintiff  then  there  growing  and  being,  doing  no  un- 
necessary damage  to  the  same,  as  they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  afore 
said ;  which  were  the  several  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea 
mentioned — verification,  and  prayer  of  judgment,  if,  &c. 

The  plaintiff  craved  oyer  of  the  indenture  in  the  third  plea  mentioned, 
and  demurred  generally — the  point  intended  to  be  relied  on  in  support  of 
the  demurrer,  being,  that  the  deed,  as  set  out  on  oyer,  does  not  show  tbe 
grant  alleged  in  the  plea. 

Tke  indenture  in  question  was  an  indenture  of  lease,  whereby  the 
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defendant  Sir  J.  B.  Mill  granted,  demised,  limited,  and  appointed  unto 
Charles  Bridger,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  certain  pre* 
mises  therein  described,  and  alleged  to  be  situate  in  the  manor  and  parish 
ofMilbrook,  in  the  county  of  Southampton,  <<  together  with  all  ways,  paths, 
passages,  waters,  watercourses,  easements,  emoluments,  profits,  advantages, 
and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said  demised  premises  belonging  or 
appertaining  (except  and  always  reserved  out  of  this  demise,  unto  the  said 
Sir  J.  B.  Mill,  and  other  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled 
to  the  said  premises  hereby  demised,  in  reversion  or  remainder  imme- 
diately  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  term  hereby  granted,  all 
timber  trees  and  trees  likely  to  become  or  fit  for  timber,  with  the  tops  and 
boughs  thereof,  and  the  bodies  of  all  pollards  now  or  hereafter  standing, 
growing,  or  being  upon  the  said  demised  premises,  or  any  part  thereof, 
with  full  and  free  liberty  for  the  persons  or  person  who  under  the  limita- 
tions of  &e  aforesaid  will,  may,  for  the  time  being,  be  entitled  in  that 
behalf,  and  all  others  by  *them  or  him  duly  authorized,  but  not  rt^a 
further  or  otherwise,  at  all  times  to  fell,  cut,  take,  and  carry  away 
the  same  at  his  or  their  will  and  pleasure ;  and  also  except  and  reserved  all 
royalties  whatsoever  to  the  said  premises  belongings  or  in  any  toise  apper- 
Udfdng):^^  hahendum^  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  Capron  Bridger,  Osmer 
Bridger,  and  Arthur  Bridger,  children  of  the  said  Charles  Bridger,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  should  so  long  live,  &c.  The  indenture  also  contained 
the  following  amongst  other  covenants : — <«  And  also  that  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill,  and  his  assigns,  and  other  the 
person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  as  aforesaid,  from  time  to 
time  during  the  continuance  of  this  demise,  to  commence  and  prosecute 
any  action  or  actions,  or  lay  information,  in  the  name  or  names  of  him  the 
said  Charles  Bridger,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  or  his  or 
their  tenants,  being  occupiers  of  the  said  demised  premises,  or  any  part 
thereof,  against  all  and  every  person  or  persons  who  shall  trespass  on  any 
of  the  lands  hereby  demised,  for  the  purpose  or  by  means  of  hunting, 
coursing,  shooting,  or  sporting  thereon,  he  the  said  Sir  J.  B.  Mill,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  or  other  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  as 
aforesaid,  bearing  and  paying  all  the  costs  and  expenses  attending  every 
such  action,  prosecution,  or  information,  and  indemnifying  the  said  Charles 
Bridger,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  or  his  or  their  tenants 
as  aforesaid,  and  every  of  them,  therefrom. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

CAonnetf,  Seijt.,  (with  whom  was  Barstow^)  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
The  words  of  exception  in  the  lease  to  Bridger  do  not  confer  die  license 
or  authority  claimed  by  the  plea,  which,  to  be  an  answer  to  the  action, 
must  show,  not  only  an  exclusive  right  to  the  game,  but  also  ^  r«630 
right  to  enter  upon  the  plaintiff's  land  for  the  purpose  of  pursuing 
uid  kilUng  it.  The  words  are,  «<  except  and  reserved  all  royalties  what* 
soever  to  the  said  premises  belonging,  or  in  any  wise  appertaining. '^ 
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Awuming  «  royalties"  to  be  tantamount  to  ««free  warren,"  it  would  be 
free  warren  appendant  or  appurtenant ;  and  there  is  no  allegation  in  the 
plea  that  there  was  any  free  warren  appendant  or  appurtenant.  In  Bowls' 
tan  y.  Hardy ^  Cro.  EUiz.  547,  the  crown  granted  a  manor  to  Sir  William 
Peto ;  and  granted  to  him  to  have  warren  in  the  same  manor ;  and  the 
€ourt  held  this  to  be  a  warren  in  gross,  which  would  not  pass  by  a  grant  of 
the  manor,  and  all  warrens  thereto  appertaining,  or  accepted  and  reputed 
as  part  of  that  manor.  That  case  is  followed  by  Morris  v.  Dimes^  1  Ad. 
&  £.  654,  where,  in  trespass,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  grant  by  the  king, 
of  free  warren  in  land  of  which  he  was  seised  in  fee,  to  P.,  and  deduced 
title  from  P.  to  F.,  and  pleaded  a  conveyance  by  F.  of  the  said  free  war* 
ren  to  the  defendant :  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  grant  of  free  warren 
in  gross,  and  that  the  plea  was  not  sustained  by  proof  of  a  conveyance 
by  F.  of  a  manor,  of  which  the  land  in  question  was  copyhold,  with  all 
and  singular  fisheries  and  right  of  fishing,  fowling,  hawking,  hunting,  and 
shooting,  and  all  profits,  royalties^  &c.,  and  all  other  rights,  liberties,  fran- 
chises, jurisdictions,  privileges,  commoditieSi  advantages,  hereditaments, 
and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said  manor  belonging,  or  in  any  wise 
appertaining  thereto,  or  at  any  time  occupied  or  enjoyed  therewith,  or 
fieputed  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereof,  or  granted  by  the  king  to  P.  as 
appurtenant  to  the  manor ; — and  this,  though  it  was  shown  that  the  king, 
at  the  time  of  the  grant  to  P.,  was  lord  of  the  manor,  and  held  certain 
tiemesne  lands  in  fee,  and  granted  the  free  warren  in  both  the  demesne 
^311  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  lands  of  the  manor.  'Assuming,  therefore,  that  this 
exception  amounts  to  a  grant  of  free  warren,  it  is  a  grant  of  free 
warren  in  gross ;  which  will  not  sustain  the  plea.  The  case  of  Pickering 
▼.  J\roye$f  4  B.  &  C.  639,  7  D.  &  R.  49,  however,  is  an  authority  to  show 
that  the  words  of  reservation  here  do  not  amount  to  a  grant  of  five 
warren. 

Sir  T.  WUde^  Serjt.,  (with  whom  were  Mannings  Serjt.,  and  FUzherberi,) 
cwfdri.  The  case  of  Pickering  v.  J^oyes  does  not  touch  the  present  All 
diat  was  decided  there  was,  that  the  deed  produced  in  evidence  did  not 
sustain  the  fifth  plea.  Here,  the  question  is,  what  was  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  and  whether  it  can  be  carried  into  effect  by  the  operation  of 
ithe  exception  of  all  royalties,  as  a  grant  of  free  warren  appendant  or 
Appurtenant.  A  right  of  free  warren  is  properly  described  by  the  word 
royalties :  KAk  v.  OchingUl,  11  Mod.  74,  131 ;  22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  25, 
8.  2 ;  4  &  5  W.  &  M.  c.  23,  s.  4.  There  are  many  authorities  to  show 
that  the  words  of  a  grant  are  not  to  be  taken  in  their  strictly  legal  sense, 
•without  regard  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  In  Parkhurst  v.  Smith  I 
D&rmer^  Willes,  327,  Willes,  C.  J.,  says:  **  It  is  a  known  maxim  in  law, 
that,  benignifacienda  sunt  interpreiaHones  chartarum^  ut  res  magis  vakal 
quam  pereat.  There  is  another,  that,  verba  intenHoni^  et  non  e  conira, 
debeniinservire.  It  is  said  in  our  books,  that  the  construction  of  deeds 
ought  to  be  favourable,  and  as  near  to  the  apparent  intent  of  the  paities 
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as  possibly  may  be,  and  aa  the  law  will  permit.  That  too  much  regard 
is  not  to  be  had  to  the  natural  and  proper  signification  of  words  and  sen- 
tences to  prevent  the  simple  intention  of  the  parties  from  taking  effect ; 
for,  that  the  law  is  not  nice  in  grants,  and  therefore  it  doth  often  transpose 
*words  contrary  to  their  order,  to  bring  them  to  the  intent  of  the  r^goo 
parties."  And  in  SKU  v.  Grange^  Plowden,  170,  it  was  agreed 
(( that  the  word  appertaining  to  the  messuage,  shall  be  taken  in  the  sense 
of  usually  occupied  with  the  messuage,  or  lying  to  the  messuage ;  for, 
when  appertaining  is  placed  with  the  said  other  words,  it  cannot  have  its 
proper  signification,  and  therefore  it  shall  have  such  signification  as  was 
intended  between  the  parties,  or  else  it  shall  be  void,  which  it  must  not 
be  by  any  means ;  for,  it  is  commonly  used  in  the  sense  of  occupied  wiih^ 
or  lying  tOy  ui  supra^  and,  being  placed  with  the  said  other  words,  it  can- 
not be  taken  in  any  other  sense,  nor  can  it  have  any  other  meaning  than 
is  agreeable  with  law ;  and,  forasmuch  as  it  is  commonly  used  in  that 
sense,  it  is  the  office  of  the  judges  to  take  and  expound  the  words  which 
common  people  use  to  express  their  meaning  according  to  their  meaning ; 
and  therefore  it  shall  be  here  taken,  not  according  to  the  true  definition 
of  it,  because  that  does  not  stand  with  the  matter,  but  in  such  sense  as 
tbe  party  intended  it."  So,  in  Devaux  v.  J^ Anson,  5  N.  C.  519, 7  Scott,  507, 
the  word  «« freight"  received  an  interpretation  different  from  its  ordinary 
and  strict  sense,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
Mary  cases  to  the  same  purport  are  cited  in  IRnchliffe  v.  Lord  Kinnoul, 
6  S^ott,  650.  It  is  by  no  means  unusual  to  reserve  a  right  of  sporting  in 
tht  way.  [TiKDAL,  C.  J.  Would  minerals  be  excepted  by  the  word 
"  rryalties  ?"]  The  import  of  the  word  might  be  restrained  by  the  other 
vo«^s  of  the  deed.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  You  would  exclude  the  tenant  from 
sporting.  Nothing  short  of  a  grant  of  free  warren  would  do  that.]  Pro- 
baWy  not.  [Maule,  J.  You  certainly  would  not  give  full  effect  to  the 
ex'^eption,  unless  you  so  construed  •it.]  That  a  reservation  or  r»g33 
exception  like  this  is  pleadable  as  a  grant,  is  clear  from  the  cases 
of  ne  Durham  and  Sunderland  Railway  Company  v.  Walker^  2  Q.  B.  940, 
an/^  Wkkham  v.  Hawker,  7  M.  &  W.  63. 

Channell,  Serjt.,  in  reply.  In  The  Durham  and  Sunderland  Railway 
Cc'iipany  v.  Walker^  the  words  of  reservation  were  held  to  constitute  not 
properly  an  exception,  but  to  give  the  lessors  an  easement  newly  created 
by  way  of  grant  from  the  lessee.  So  also,  in  Doe  d.  Douglas  v.  Lock, 
2  Ad.  &  £.  705,  a  reservation  and  exception  of  the  liberty  of  hawking, 
hunting,  fishing,  and  fowling,  was  held  to  be  not  properly  an  exception 
or  reservation,  but  a  privilege  granted.  [Maule,  J.  You  must  show  that 
it  is  impressible,  in  any  state  of  circumstances,  that  the  deed  can  support 
the  plea  as  a  grant.]  In  Barlmo  v.  Rhodes,  3  Tyrwh.  280, 1  C.  &  M.  439, 
where  one  seised  in  fee  of  premises,  and  of  the  soil  over  which  a  way,  not 
of  necessity,  has  been  used  by  the  occupier  of  them,  grants  those  pre* 
mises,  u  with  all  ways, 'roads,  &c.,  to  the  same  belonging,  or  in  any  wise 
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appertaining,"  no  way  will  pass  unless  legally  appurtenant,  or  unless  it 
appears  from  the  grant  itself  that  the  parties  m«:ant  to  use  the  word  in  a 
sense  more  extended  than  the  legal  one.  Pickering  v.  J^oyes  is  a  distinct 
authority  to  show  that  <«  royalties"  will  not  include  <«free  warren." 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

CoLTMANy  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  case^  which  was  argued  before  the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal, 
my  brothers  Maule  and  C&esswell,  and  myself,  was  an  action  of  tres- 
*6341  V^^  ^^^  breaking  and  'entering  the  closes  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
doing  damage  there.  The  defendant  pleaded,  thirdly,  that  Sir 
Charles  Mill,  Bart.,  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  the  closes  in 
which,  &c.,  and  also  of  the  manor  of  Milbrook,  of  the  demesne  lands  of 
which  manor  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.,  were  and  are  part ;  and  that 
he  (Sir  Charles  Mill)  devised  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, and  also  the  manor  of  Milbrook,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  the 
defendant.  Sir  John  Barker  Mill,  for  life ;  and,  by  his  will,  gave  the  said 
Sir  John  Barker  Mill  power  to  grant  leases  of  the  said  closes  in  which, 
&c.,  and  died  seised  ;  whereupon  Sir  John  Barker  Mill  became  and  was, 
and  still  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold,  for  life,  of  and  in  the 
closes  in  which,  &c.,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  of  the  manor  of  Mil- 
brook, with  the  appurtenances ;  and  that  Sir  John  Barker  Mi]l,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  said  closes  in  which,  &c.,  and 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  power  given  him  by  the  will  of  Sir  Charles 
Mill,  granted  and  demised  to  Charles  Bridger,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  the  said  several  closes  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  far 
ninety-nine  years,  if  Capron  Bridger,  Osmer  Bridger,  and  Arthur  Bridger, 
or  any  or  either  of  them,  should  so  long  live ;  that  Charles  Bridger  entered ; 
and  that,  .afterwards,  by  an  indenture  made  between  Sir  John  Barker  Mill 
of  the  one  part,  and  Charles  Bridger  of  the  other  part,  the  said  Charles 
Bridger  granted  to  Sir  John  Barker  Mill,  and  other  the  person  or  persons 
for  the  time  being  entitled  in  reversion  or  remainder  immediately  expect- 
ant upon  the  determination  of  the  term  so  granted  as  above  mentioned, 
the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to  pursue,  kill,  and  take  all  birds  of  warren, 
at  any  time  during  the  said  term,  in  and  upon  the  said  several  closes, 
together  with  free  liberty  for  himself,  themselves,  and  his  and  their  servants, 
^^6351  ^^  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  several  closes  in  *which,  &c.,  or 
any  part  thereof,  and  therein  to  pursue,  kill,  and  take  the  birds  of 
'  warren  in  and  upon  the  same,  at  any  time,  at  his  and  their  free  will  and 
pleasure :  and  so  justified  entering  upon  the  said  closes  for  the  purpose 
of  pursuing  therein  birds  of  warren. 

The  plaintiff  craved  oyer  of  the  indenture.  By  that  indenture,  made 
between  Sir  John  Barker  Mill  of  the  one  part,  and  Charles  Bridger  of  the 
other  part.  Sir  John  Barker  Mill,  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned, 
granted,  demised,  limited,  and  appointed  to  Charles  Bridger,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  divers  lands  and  tenements  therein  par- 
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ticularlj  mentioned,  then  in  the  tenure  of  John  Pannell, «  except  and  always 
reserved  out  of  the  demise,  to  Sir  John  Barker  Mill,  and  other  the  person 
or  persons  for  the  time   being  entitled   to  the  said,  premises  thereby 
demised,  in  reversion  or  remainder  immediately  expectant  upon  the  deter- 
mination of  the  term  thereby  granted,  all  timber  trees  and  trees  likely  to 
become  or  fit  for  timber,  with  the  lops  and  boughs  thereof,  and  the  bodies 
of  all  pollards  standing,  growing,  and  being  upon  the  said  demised  pre- 
mises, or  any  part  thereof,  with  full  and  free  liberty  for  all  the  persons  or 
person  who,  under  the  limitations  of  the  will  of  Sir  Charles  Mill,  might, 
for  the  time  being,  be  entitled  in  that  behalf,  and  all  others  by  them  or  him 
duly  authorized,  but  not  further  or  otherwise,  at  all  times  to  fell  and  take 
and  carry  away  the  same,  at  his  or  their  will  and  pleasure ;  and  also  except 
and  reserved  all  royalties  whatsoever  to  the  said  premises  belonging,  or  in 
any  wise  appertaining,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  demised  premises,  with 
their  appurtenances,  (except  as  before  excepted,)  for  ninety-nine  years,  if 
Capron  Bridg<!r,  Osmer  Bridger,  and  Arthur  Bridger,  or  any  of  them, 
should  so  long  livjs,  yielding  and  paying  the  yearly  rent  of  3^.  6d,     After 
various  provisions  not  necessary  to  be  specified,  is  the  following  proviso, 
viz.,  that  it  shall  be  *lawful  for  the  said  Sir  John  Barker  Mill  and     r^aoa 
his  assigns,  and  other  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being 
entitled  as  aforesaid,  from  time  to  time,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
demise,  to  commence  and  prosecute  any  action  or  actions,  or  lay  informa- 
tions, in  the  name  or  names  of  him  the  said  Charles  Bridger,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  or  his  or  their  tenants  being  occupiers 
of  the  said  demised  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  against  all  person  or 
persons  who  shall  trespass  on  any  of  the  lands  thereby  demised,  for  the 
purpose  or  by  means  of  hunting,  coursing,  shooting,  or  sporting  thereon ; 
the  said  Sir  John  Barker  Mill,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  or  other  the  person  or 
persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  as  aforesaid,  bearing  and  paying  all  the 
costs  and  expenses  attending  every  such  action,  prosecution,  or  informa- 
tion, and  indemnifying  the  said  Charles  Bridger,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  or  his  or  their  tenants,  and  every  of  them,  therefrom. 

The  deed  having  been  set  out  on  oyer,  the  plaintifi*  demurred  to  the 
third  plea. 

The  question  arises  on  these  pleadings,  whether  the  indenture,  which  is 
set  out  on  oyer,  does,  in  legal  eflect,  amount  to  a  grant  such  as  is  set  out 
ia  the  plea. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  case  of  Wkkham  v.  Hawker ,  7  M. 
&  W.  63,  was  relied  on,  to  show,  that  when  a  conveyance  of  lands  con- 
tains the  words  excepting  and  reserving  to  the  grantors,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  liberty  to  come  upon  the  land,  and  hawk,  hunt,  fish,  and  fowl,  as 
such  a  liberty  cannot  amount  to  an  exception  or  a  reservation,  the  clause 
will  operate  as  a  grant  by  the  party  to  whom  the  land  is  conveyed.  And 
it  was  said  that  the  word  royalty  was  a  proper  description  of  a  right  of 
&ee  warren,  for  which  Kd)k  v.  HicknngUlj  11  Mod.  74,  was  cited,  in 
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'6371     ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  '^  reported  to  have  said  that  *the 
signified  free  warren  ;  and,  although  there  can  be 


word  royalty 
no  grant  of  u 

right  of  free  warren  by  a  subject,  ut  res  magis  valeat  quam  pereat^  it  shall 
be  construed  to  be  a  grant  of  a  liberty  to  enter  on  his  land  and  kill  birds 
of  warren.  And  the  case  of  Parkhurst  v.  Smithy  WiUes,  332,  was  cited^ 
where  it  is  said,  that  the  construction  of  deeds  ought  to  be  favourable,  and 
as  near  to  the  apparent  intent  of  the  parties  as  possibly  may  be,  and  the 
law  will  permit :  that  too  much  regard  is  not  to  be  had  to  the  natural  and 
proper  signification  of  words  and  sentences,  to  prevent  the  simple  inten- 
tion  of  the  parties  from  taking  efiTect ;  for,  that  the  law  is  not  nice  in 
grants,  and  therefore  it  doth  often  transpose  words  contrary  to  their  order, 
to  bring  them  to  the  intent  of  the  parties.  And  ISU  v.  Grange^  Plowd.  170, 
was  cited  to  the  same  purpose.  And  it  was  said,  that  here  there  could 
be  no  doubt  but  that  the  parties  intended  that  Sir  John  Barker  Mill  and 
his  assigns  should  have  a  right  to  enter  on  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
sporting,  as  otherwise  the  clause  authorizing  him  to  prosecute  trespassers 
in  the  name  of  the  tenant,  but  at  his  own  expense,  would  be  idle ;  for,  no 
one  can  be  supposed  to  be  willing  to  incur  expense  in  presemng  the  game 
and  prosecuting  trespassers,  unless  he  had  the  right  of  shooting  the  game 
when  preserved. 

The  present  case,  however,  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  Wickham  v. 
Hawker^  as  in  that  case  the  clause  excepting  and  reserving  the  liberty  to 
hunt,  &c.,  could  not  by  possibility  operate  as  an  exception  or  a  reserva- 
tion. Tn  the  present  case  it  is  not  so ;  for,  a  royalty  may  by  law  be  ap- 
purtenant to  land,  as  in  this  very  case  of  warren ;  a  man  may  have  warren 
in  his  own  land,  or  in  that  of  another  man,  by  prescription :  Bro.  Abr.  tit 
WarreUy  pi.  2.     And  in  the  case  of  Bowlston  v.  Hardy^  Cro.  Eliz.  547, 

*6381  *^^  ^^  ^^^^'  ^  ^^^^^^  is  ^^^  parcel  nor  any  member  of  a  manor, 
but  it  may  be  appertaining,  but  that  is  by  prescription.  And  it  is 
said  in  DyerJ{(a)  and  in  the  Year  Book,(6)  that  a  man  may  have  warren 
in  the  land  of  another  as  appendant  to  his  manor ;  and  if  the  manor  is 
granted  cum  pertinenHis^  the  warren  will  pass. 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  the  words  «  except  and  always  re- 
served, all  royalties,"  &c.,  may  have  their  proper  effect  of  creating  an 
exception ;  and  the  reason  for  holding  their  legal  effect  to  be  that  of  a 
grant  by  the  grantee  of  the  estate,  fails. 

But,  passing  this  by,  there  is  another  reason  why  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  adopted.  It  is  not  enough 
for  the  defendant  to  make  out  ?l possible  intention  favourable  to  his  view: 
he  must  show  a  reasonable  certainty  that  the  intention  is  such  as  he  sug- 
gests. In  the  case  of  Wickham  v.  Hawker^  the  intention  of  the  parties 
was  clear  and  express ;  but  in  the  present  case,  tliere  is  no  such  clear  in* 

(a)  Pttge  30,  n.  (209.) 
.     (6)  In  8tiU  v.  Thi  Jbbat  of  Tnehabwry,  T.  S  H.  7,  fo.  4.    Qfutn,  whether  the  wocdi  are 
thoee  of  YaYuor,  J.,  o6iter,  or  are  those  of  the  reporter. 
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dication  of  intention.  Mr.  Bridger  might  be  willing  to  consent  that  the 
name  of  his  tenants  should  be  used  to  prevent  trespasses  on  his  land ;  and 
yet,  if  he  had  been  asked  whether  he  was  willing  to  grant  a  liberty  to  Sir 
John  Barker  Mill  and  his  assigns  to  sport,  at  their  free  will,  over  the  land, 
he  might  have  refused. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think,  that,  if  we  take  the  works  <<  ex- 
cept, and  always  reserved,  all  royalties,"  as  amounting  to  an  exception, 
they  must  be  taken  to  be  the  words  of  Sir  John  Barker  Mill,  not  a  grant- 
by  the  grantee,  Mr.  Bridger.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  cannot  be  taken 
to  be  an  exception  or  reservation,  still  they  cannot  be  considered  as 
amounting  to  a  grant  by  Mr.  Bridger  of  the  liberty  of  entering  on  the 
lands  for  the  ^purpose  of  shooting,  unless  we  could  see  clearly  that  r*gqQ 
sttch  was  his  intention  in  the  words  made  use  of.  '- 

This  is  to  be  considered  as  the  judgment  of  my  brothers  Maule  and 
Caesswell  and  myself;  the  opinion  of  the  late  lord  chief  justice  nqt 
having  been  declared.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


In  the  Matter  of  HANNAH  WOODALL.    JVew.  20. 

Tlie  oooit  will  not  sanction  a  particular  form  of  conveyance  by  a  married  woman,  under  the 

3&4W.4,c.  74,8.91. 

Manning,  Serjt,  moved  for  an  order  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  s.  91 , 
to  dispense  with  the  concurrence  of  the  husband  of  Hannah  Woodall  in 
a  conveyance  by  her  of  her  interest  in  certain  property  under  the  will  of 
Thomas  Morgan,  her  late  father.(a)  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion 
was  founded,  stated  that  the  husband  was  in  such  a  state  of  mental  imbe- 
cility and  bodily  infirmity,  as  to  be  wholly  incapable  of  executing  any 
deed.  The  learned  Serjeant  prayed  for  a  rule  ordering,  agreeably  to  the 
form  in  which  the  conveyance  had  been  prepared, — that  the  said  Hannah 
Woodall  should  be  at  liberty,  by  deed,  to  dispose  of  all  those  two  undi- 
vided third  parts  of  an  estate  in  the  parishes  of  Llanellen  and  Llanover, 
10  the  county  of  Monmouth,  consisting  of  134  acres  or  thereabouts,  in  the 
said  affidavit  mentioned,  of  which  she  is  tenant  in  tail,  unto  William 
Henry  Woodall,  Mary  Ann  Richards,  and  Hannah  Morgan  Saunders  and 
their  heirs,  freed,  and  absolutely  discharged,  of  and  from  all  estates-tail 
m  the  same  parts  or  shares,  and  all  estates  to  take  effect  after  the  deter- 
nunation,  or  in  defeasance,  of  any  such  estates-tail;  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Hannah  Woodall  for  the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  and  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  *said  Hannah  Woodall,  and  subject,  and  without  r^c^ 
prejudice,  to  the  estate  or  interest  of  the  said  William  Woodall,  as  ^ 
tenant  by  the  curtesy,  in  case  he  shall  survive  her,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
William  Henry   Woodall,  Mary  Ann  Richards,  and  Hannah  Morgan 

(a)  See  Doe  dm.  Woodall  v.  Woodall,  ante,  p.  349. 
▼OL.  UI.  50  - 
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Saunders,  in  equal  shares,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  their  respective 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever, — without  the  concurrence,  &c. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  I  think  it  is  not  desirable  that  the  court  should  sanction 
a  particular  form  of  conveyance.  It  is  better,  in  general  terms,  to  give 
the  parties  authority  to  convey.  Such  general  form  of  rule  precludes  dis- 
cussion as  to  its  efiect  in  each  particular  case. 

Maule,  J.  I  think  we  ought  not  to  step  out  of  our  way  to  meet  the 
crotchets  of  conveyancers. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  the  rule  was  framed  in  the  usaal 
way.(a) 

(a)  The  rule  was  ultimately  drawn  up  and  issued  in  the  foUowing  ibnn>— 

"  In  the  Common  Pleas. 

Michaelmas  Term,  in  the  tenth  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Victoria. 

On  the  behalf  of  Hannah  Woodall,  the  wife  of  William  Woodall  of  Abergavenny,  in  dw 
county  of  Monmouth,  minister  of  the  GospeL 

Thursday,  12th  of  November. 

Upon  reading  the  affidavit  of  the  said  Hannah  Woodall,  W.  S^  £.  T.  S.,  and  T.  P.,  and  on 
hearing  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  said  Hannah  Woodall,  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  Haonah 
Woodall  be  at  liberty,  by  deed  or  surrender,  to  dispose  of,  release,  surrender,  or  extinguish 
all  her  estate  and  interest  of  and  in  all  those  two  undivided  third  parts  of  an  estate  in  tbe 
parishes  of  Llanellen  and  Llanover,  in  the  county  of  Monmouth,  consisting  of  134  acr»  a 
thereabouts,  in  the  said  affidavit  mentioned,  to  such  person  or  persons  as  she  may  think  fit,— 
without  the  concurrence  of  her  said  husband,  it  appearing,  by  the  said  affidavit,  that  the  said 
William  Woodall,  in  the  month  of  October,  1843,  became,  and  hath  ever  since  continued, 
and  still  is,  imbecile  in  his  mind,  and  wholly  incapable  of  managing,  and  unable  to  maoagp, 
his  afifairs,  and  that  he  is  totally  incapacitated  from,  and  incapable  o^  understanding  or  com 
prehending  the  nature  of  any  written  deed  or  instrument,  or  transacting  or  managing  an? 
business  whatsoever." 


•641]    •BARRY  and  Another  V.  NESHAM  and  LOWTHIN.    JVw.  13. 

A^  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper,  agreed  to  sell  all  the  plant  of  the  office  to  B.  for  l500L,ic 
be  paid,  witli  interest,  by  instalments  running  over  a  period  of  seven  years ;  A.  under 
taking  to  guarantee  to  B.  during  the  seven  years  the  clear  yearly  profit  of  150/.  over  and 
above  the  annual  payments  of  principal  and  interest ;  and  B.,  in  consideration  of  such 
guarantee,  agreed  to  pay  all  iuch  turpku  prcft%  to  A.  uM,  simtA  narphts  prvfiU  should  aswMf 
to  soot,  if  tliey  should  amount  to  that  sum  during  the  seven  years ;  and  that,  if  such  aor 
plus  profits  should,  during  the  seven  years,  amount  to  500^,  then  R  should  pay,— -over  and 
above  the  purchase-money  and  interest,  and  the  500^, — ^the  existing  liabilities  of  tbc 
newspaper,  not  exceeding  2502.  >— 

£Udf  that  A.  was  liable,  as  a  (^iMUt)  partner,  for  the  price  of  goods  supplied  to  E*i  ordei 
ibr  the  use  of  the  newspaper.  ' 

Assumpsit,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  The  defendant  Nesham  pleaded 
non  assumpsit;  the  other  defendant  suffered  judgment  by  default. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  C&ksswell,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in 
London  aAer  Michaelmas  term,  1845,  when  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff*,  damages  83/.  14«.  2</.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon 
the  following  case : — 

The  plaintiffs  carry  on  business  as  wholesale  stationers,  in  the  ci^  of 
London.  The  particulars  of  demand  were,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
to  the  amount  of  83/.  14s.  2d.  between  the  6th  of  July  and  the  31st  of 
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August,  1844.  These  goods  coasisted  of  newspaper-stamps  and  paper, 
ivhich  were  ordered  by  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  Lowthio,  upon  the 
terms  mentioned  in  the  particulars,  at  the  office  of  a  newspaper  called 
«  The  Newcastle  Advertiser  and  Commercial  Herald,"  which  was  printed 
and  published  at  No.  89  Side,  in  Newcastle-upon-Tyne.  AU  the  goods 
were  used  by  the  defendant  Liowthin  in  the  business  of  the  said  newspa- 
per office  ;  copies  of  the  said  newspaper  having  been  printed  and  pub- 
lished upon  the  said  paper. 

On  the  6th  of  October,  1843,  the  defendant  Nesham,  being  at  that 
lime  the  proprietor  of  the  said  newspaper,  (then  called  "The  Great 
Northern  Advertiser  and  ^Commercial  Herald,")  and  of  the  stock  r^cAo 
and  other  things  mentioned  in  the  following  indenture,  sold  the 
said  newspaper,  stock,  and  other  things  to  J.  Hoggins,  K.  Curtice,  and 
W.  P.  Henderson,  who,  on  the  7th  of  October,  in  the  same  year,  mort- 
gaged the  same  newspaper,  stock,  and  other  things  to  the  defendant 
Nesham,  by  an  indenture,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

«  This  indenture,  made  the  7th  of  October,  1843,  between  J.  Hoggins, 
agent,  R.  Curtice,  reporter,  and  W.  P.  Henderson,  reporter,  all  of  the 
borough  and  county  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  of  the  one  part,  and  W. 
Nesham,  of  the  same  place,  surgeon,  of  the  other  part :  Whereas  the 
said  W.  Nesham  was  lately  the  proprietor  of  a  certain  newspaper  pub- 
lished at  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  called  (The  Great  Northern  Advertiser 
and  Commercial  Herald,'  together  with  the  printing  materials,  presses, 
types,  office  fixtures,  and  other  goods  and  chattels  connected  therewith, 
(more  particularly  described  in  the  schedule  hereunder  written,)  and, 
being  so  possessed  thereof,  contracted  and  agreed  with  Hoggins,  Cur- 
tice, and  Henderson,  for  the  absolute  sale  to  them  thereof,  at  or  for  the  price 
or  sum  of  1600/.,  but  no  part  of  the  said  purchase-money  has  yet  been 
paid  :  And  whereas,  on  the  treaty  for  the  said  sale  and  purchase,  it  was 
agreed  that  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson  should  pay  to  Nesham  their 
joint  and  several  promissory  note,  bearing  even  date  herewith,  for  the 
said  sum  of  1600/.  and  interest,  payable  to  the  order  of  Nesham  twelve 
months  after  date  ;  and  which  said  promissory  note  has  been  given  ac- 
cordingly :  And  whereas,  for  the  better  securing  the  payment  of  the  said 
sum  of  1600/.  and  interest.  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson  have  exe- 
cuted a  warrant  of  attorney  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals, 
bearing,  or  intending  to  bear,  even  date  with  these  presents,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  3200/.,  with  a  defeasance  thereunder  written,  for  making  void  the 
same  on  payment  of  the  *sum  of  1600/.,  with  interest  thereon,     rt^f^Ao 
^er  the  rate  of  5/.  per  centum  per  annum,  at  the  times  and  in     ** 
manner  therein  mentioned :  And  whereas  it  hath  also  been  agreed,  for  the 
further  and  better  securing  the  due  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  1600/. 
&nd  interest,  as  aforesaid,  that  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson  shall 
likewise  execute  such  bill  of  sale  of  the  said  newspaper,  goods,  efiects, 

^d  premises,  as  hereinafter  is  expressed :  Now,  this  indenture  witness 
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e&,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  agreement,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  said  sum  of  1600/.  so  due  and  owing  to  Nesham  by  Hog»- 
gins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson,  as  aforesaid,  they,  the  said  Hoggins,  Cur- 
tice, and  Henderson,  do,  and  each  of  them  doth,  grant,  bargab,  and  sell 
unto  Nesham,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  the  copy- 
right, title,  and  interest  of  them,  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson,  of 
and  in  the  said  newspaper  called  <  The  Great  Northern  Advertiser  aad 
Commercial  Herald ;'  and  also  all  and  singular  the  printing  materials, 
presses,  type,  office  furniture,  and  other  the  goods,  chattels,  and  efiects 
now  in  the  shop  and  on  the  premises  in  a  street  called  The  Side,  in  New- 
castle-upon  Tyne  aforesaid,  and  mentioned  or  described  in  or  by  the  in- 
ventory or  schedule  thereof  hereunder  written ;  and  all  the  estate,  right, 
title,  &c.,  of  them.  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson,  of,  in,  or  to  the 
same,  and  every  of  them  respectively — ^to  have,  hold,  take,  and  enjoy  the 
said  newspaper,  &c.,  and  all  and  singular  other  the  premises  hereinbe- 
fore bargained  and  sold,  or  mentioned  or  intended  so  to  be,  with  their  and 
every  of  their  rights,  members,  and  appurtenances,  unto  and  by  Nesham, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use 
and  benefit ;  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  proviso  for  redemption  of  the 
said  premises  hereinafter  contained  ;  that  is  to  say,  provided  always, 
•6441  ^°^  **  *^^  hereby  agreed  between  the  said  parties  to  these  pre- 
sents, that,  if  the  said  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson,  their 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  or  any  of  them,  do  and  shall  well 
and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  Nesham,  or  his  certain  attorney, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  1600/.  steriing,  with 
interest  for  the  same  after  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  at  the 
times  and  by  the  instalments  hereinafter  mentioned ;  that  is  to  say,  380/. 
on  the  21st  of  September,  1844,  the  further  sum  of  366/.  on  the  21st  of 
September,  1845,  the  further  sum  of  350/.  on  the  21st  of  September, 
1846,  the  further  sum  of  345/.  on  the  21st  of  September,  1847,  the  fur- 
ther sum  of  320/.  on  the  21st  of  September,  1848,  and  the  further  sum  of 
105/.,  being  the  balance  of  the  said  principal  sum  of  1600/.  and  interest, 
on  the  21st  of  September,  1849 ;  then  and  in  such  case,  these  presents, 
and  every  clause,  article,  condition,  and  thing  herein  contained,  shall 
cease,  determine,  and  be  utterly  void ;  otherwise  to  be  and  remain  in 
full  force,  virtue,  and  efiect :  And  the  said  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Hen- 
derson, for  themselves,  their  executors,  and  administrators,  do  hereby 
covenant,  promise,  and  agree,  to  and  with  Nesham,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  by  these  presents,  in  manner  following ;  that  \f 
to  say,  that  they,  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson,  or  some  or  one  of 
them,  or  their  or  some  or  one  of  their  executors  and  administrators,  shaD 
and  will  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  Nesham,  his  execu 
tors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the  said  sum  of  1600/.  and  interest,  at 
the  times  and  in  manner  aforesaid,  according  to  the  true  intent  aD(* 
meaning  of  these  presents :  and  also,  that,  if  the  said  Hoggins,  Curtice, 
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and  Henderson,  their  executors  or  administrators,  shall  make  default  in 
payment  of  any  of  the  instalments  for  or  on  account  of  the  *said     rmcAp^ 
sum  of  1600/.  and  interest  hereinbefore  appointed  to  be  made, 
or  of  any  part  thereof  respectively,  on  any  of  the  days  or  times  hereinbe* 
fore  appointed  for  payment  thereof,  then  the  said  Nesham,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  shall  and  may  peaceably  and  quietly  have, 
hold,  and  enjoy,  to  his  and  their  own  proper  use  and  behoof  for  ever,  the 
said  newspaper,  goods,  chattels,  effects,  and  premises  by  these  presents 
bargained  and  sold,  or  otherv^'ise  assured,  or  intended  so  to  be,  and  every 
part  and  parcel  thereof,  with  all  and  singular  the  appurtenances,  without 
any  lawful  let,  suit,  trouble,  molestation,  and  denial  of  Ho^ns,  Curtice, 
and  Henderson,  their  executors,  &c.,   or  any  other  person  or  persons 
whatsoever :  and  also  at  any  time  thereafter  to  make  sale  of  the  same 
newspaper,  goods,  chattels,  effects,  and  premises,  by  public  auction  or 
private  contract,  and,  out  of  the  produce  thereof^  after  paying  the  expenses 
of  the  sale  and  other  charges,  to  pay  or  retain  the  said  sum  of  1600/.  so 
due  and  owing  as  aforesaid,  or  so  much  or  such  part  thereof  as  shall  be 
then  due  and  owing  to  Nesham,  his  executors,  &c.,  on  the  security  here- 
by made,  with  all  interest  that  may  be  then  due  thereon ;  and,  after  satis* 
faction  thereof,  shall  pay  the  residue  of  such  moneys  unto  Hoggins,  Cui* 
tice,  and  Henderson,  their  executors,  &c. :  provided  always,  and  it  is 
hereby  declared  and  agreed,  that,  notwithstanding  any  thing  hereinbefore 
contained  to  the  contrary,  it  is  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  these  pre- 
sents, and  of  the  parties  hereto,  that  the  said  recited  promissory  note 
shall,  when  the  same  shall  become  due,  and  on  payment  of  the  first  in- 
stalment, be  renewed,  by  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson  giving  to 
Nesham  a  similar  note,  payable  twelve  months  after  date,  for  the  balance 
vhich  shall  be  then  due  to  Nesham,  and  shall  continue  to  be  from  time  to 
time  so  reduced  and  renewed,  until  the  whole  of  the  *said  sum     r*^Aa 
of  1600/.  and  interest  shall  be  fully  paid  and  discharged  in  manner 
hereinbefore  mentioned. 

(Signed)  «  James  Hoggins. 

"Robert  Curtice. 
<(  William  Patton  Henderson." 
On  the  15th  of  June,  1844,  the  defendant  Nesham,  with  the  consent 
of  Hoggins,  Curtice,  and  Henderson,  entered  into  the  following  agreer 
inent  respecting  the  said  newspaper,  stock,  and  other  things,  with  the 
defendant  Lowthin. 

'<  Memorandum  of  agreement,  made  and  entered  into  the  15th  of  June^ 
1844,  between  William  Nesham  of  the  one  part,  and  John  Lowthin,  of, 
&c.,  printer,  of  the  other  part :  «  The  said  W.  Nesham -'agrees  to  sell, 
And  the  said  John  Lowthin  agrees  to  purchase,  at  and  for  the  sum  of 
1500/.,  payable  by  instalments  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  all  the  stock  of 
^pe,  presses,  and  printing  materials  in  the  office  and  premises  of  a  news- 
paper called  <The  New^castle  Advertiser  and  Commercial  Herald,'  carried 
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on  and  pablished  at  No.  89  Side,  in  Newcastle-upon-Tjne  aforesaid, 
together  with  all  stamps,  paper,  books,  books  of  account,  and  all  sums 
of  money  now  due  and  owing  and  belonging  to  the  proprietors  of  the 
said  newspaper  in  respect  of  the  said  publication,  and  all  the  office  furni- 
ture and  other  efiects  now  within  or  upon  the  said  premises :  And  it  b 
agreed  that  the  payment  of  the  said  purchase-money  of  1500/.  by  the 
said  John  Lowthin  shall  extend  over  a  period  of  seven  years,  and  be 
made  as  follows,  viz.,  that,  during  the  first  year  from  the  date  hereof,  he . 
shall  pay  interest  only,  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  centum  per  annum  on  the 
said  purchase-money ;  that,  during  the  second  year,  he  shall  pay  the  sum 
of  100/.  on  account  of  the  said  purchase-money  and  interest  thereon ;  the 
further  sum  of  150/.  during  the  third  year  ;  250/.  during*  the  fourth  year , 
300/.  during  the  fifth  year ;  300/.  during  the  sixth  year ;  and  400/.  dar- 
*6471  ^^^  ^^^  seventh  *year  of  the  said  term :  And  it  is  further  agreed 
^  between  the  said  parties,  and  the  said  W.  Nesham  hereby  under- 
takes to  guarantee  to  the  said  John  Lowthin,  during  the  said  period  of 
seven  years,  the  clear  yearly  profit  of  150/.  over  and  above  the  annual 
payments  of  principal  and  interest  hereinbefore  specified  :  in  considera- 
tion of  which  guarantee,  the  said  John  Lowthin  hereby  consents  and 
agrees  to  pay  all  surplus  profits  over  and  above  the  sum  of  150/.  per 
annum  unto  Uie  said  W.  Nesham,  until  the  same  surplus  profits  amount 
to  the  sum  of  500/.,  if  they  shall  amount  to  that  sum  during  the  period 
of  seven  years  before  mentioned  ;  and,  further,  that,  if  such  surplus  pro- 
fits shall  amount,  during  the  period  aforesaid,  to  500/.,  then  he  the  said 
John  Lowthin  shall  pay,  over  and  above  the  said  purchase-money  of 
1500/.  and  500/.  profits,  the  present  liabilities  of  the  said  newspaper 
oflSce,  estimated  for  the  purposes  of  this  agreement  at,  and  guarantied  by 
the  said  W.  Nesham  not  to  exceed,  250/.,  making  together  the  sum  of 
2250/. ;  but  that,  if  such  surplus  profits  shall  not,  during  the  said  period 
of  seven  years,  amount  to  500/.,  then  the  said  liabilities  shall  be  paid  and 
discharged  by  the  said  W.  Nesham :  It  is  also  agreed  that  the  said  W. 
Nesham  shall  continue  to  receive  such  surplus  profits  only  until  the  same 
shall  amount  to  500/.,  and  that  all  additional  surplus  profits  shall  be  the 
property  of  the  said  John  Lowthin,  and  shall  be  taken  by  him  for  his  own 
use  and  benefit :  And  it  is  further  agreed,  thatj  if  at  any  time  daring  the 
said  period  of  seven  years,  the  said  John  I^owthin  shall  be  desiroas  of 
paying  off  the  said  purchase- money  of  1500/.,  and  to  take  upon  himself 
the  payment  of  the  present  liabilities  of  the  said  newspaper  office,  he  shall  be 
at  liberty  to  do  so,  upon  releasing  the  said  W.  Nesham  from  the  guaran- 
tee hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  shall,  in  that  case,  from  the  time  of  paj- 
*6481  ^^  ^^  ^^  purchase-money,  take  and  *receive  the  whole  amount 
of  the  profits  of  the  said  business  to  and  for  his  own  use  and 
benefit :  And  it  is  also  agreed  that  the  said  John  Lowthin  shall  execute  c 
mortgage  of  the  said  stock  and  premises  to  the  said  W.  Neriiam,  for  bet* 
ter  securing  the  payment  of  the  purcbase^money  hereinbefore  mentioned: 
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Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  lastly  agreed,  that,  if  the  said  W.  Ne- 
sbam  shall,  at  the  expiration  of  the  second  or  any  subsequent  year  of  the 
term  hereinbefore  mentioned,  be  desirous  of  withdrawing  the  guarantee 
herein  given,  he  shall,  upon  giving  to  the  said  John  Lowthin  six  months' 
previous  notice  to  that  effect,  be  released  from  the  said  guarantee,  and 
this  agreement  shall  be  considered  in  all  respects  an  agreement  for  the 
sale  and  purchase  of  the  said  stock  and  premises  for  the  sum  of  1500/. 
absolutely.  (Signed)  «<  W.  Nesham. 

"J.  Lowthin." 
At  the  time  the  goods  were  so  ordered  and  delivered  as  aforesaid,  the 
business  of  the  said  newspaper  office  was  carried  on,  and  the  said  news^ 
paper  printed  and  published  at  the  said  office,  by  the  defendant  Low- 
thin,  under  the  terms  of  the  above  agreement.  No  credit  was  given  by 
the  plaintiiis  to  the  defendant  Nesham  in  respect  of  the  said  goods,  unless 
under  the  said  agreement  the  defendant  Nesham  was  interested  and  lia- 
ble to  the  plaintiffs  as  a  partner  in  the  said  newspaper  business. 

The  plaintiffs  contend,  that,  under  the  above  agreement,  the  defendant 
Nesham  was  interested  as  a  partner  in  the  said  newspaper  business,  and 
was  liable  to  be  sued  with  the  defendant  Lowthin  for  the  goods  so  sup- 
plied by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purposes  of  such  business. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  main- 
tain this  action,  the  verdict  entered  for  *them  is  to  stand ;  other-  r*aAQ 
wise,  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant  Nesham. 

Channellj  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  M.  Smithy)  for  the  plaintiffs.    Regard 
being  had  to  the  original  situation  of  Nesham,  as  proprietor  of  the  news- 
paper, and  to  the  peculiar  provisions  of  the  agreement  of  the  15th  of  June, 
1844,  he  is  substantially  the  sole  beneficial  owner  thereof;  or,  at  all  events, 
fioad  third  persons,  he  is  subject  to  all  the  responsibilities  of  a  partner. 
The  sale  was  merely  colourable.    Whether  or  not  a  person  is  liable  as  a 
partner,  depends  upon  whether  or  not  he  is  entitled  to  a  participation  ol 
profits.    Even  an  express  stipulation  that  one  shall  not  be  liable  to  losses, 
will  not  vary  the  rights  of  third  persons  having  dealings  with  the  concern. 
The  real  question  is,  whether  Nesham  takes,  either  in  the  shape  of  profits 
or  of  purchase-money,  a  portion  of  that  fund  to  which  creditors  have  a 
right  to  look  for  the  payment  of  their  debts.    One  of  the  leading  authori- 
ties upon  this  subject,  is,  the  case  of  Waugh  v.  Carver^  2  H.  Blac.  236. 
There  A.  and  B.,  ship-agents  at  different  ports,  entered  into  an  agreement 
to  share,  in  certain  proportions,  the  profits  of  their  respective  commissions 
and  the  discount  on  the  bills  of  tradesmen  employed  by  them  in  repairing 
the  ships  consigned  to  them,  &c. :  and  it  was  held,  that,  by  this  agree- 
o'cnt,  they  became  liable  to  all  persons  with  whom  either  contracted  as 
such  agent,  though  the  agreement  provided  that  neither  should  be  answera- 
ble for  the  acts  or  losses  of  the  other,  but  each  only  for  his  own.  Eyre,  C.  J., 
referring  to  Grace  v.  Smithy  2  W.  Bl.  998,  says :  «  He  who  takes  a  moiety 
of  all  the  profits  indefinitely,  shaU,  by  operation  of  law,  be  made  liable 
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to  losses,  if  losses  arise,  upon  the  principal  that,  by  taking  a  patt  at  the 
*6501     P^^^^^»  ^^  ^^^'  *from  the  creditors  a  part  of  that  fund  which  is 

the  proper  secuiity  to  them  for  the  payment  of  their  debts."  The 
notes  to  that  case  in  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  vol.  i.  p.  504,  correctly  repre- 
sent the  law :  <«  With  respect  to  thinl  persons,  an  actual  partnership  is  con- 
sidered by  the  law  (a)  to  subsist  wherever  there  is  a  participation  in  the 
prqfitSf  even  though  the  participant  may  have  most  expressly  stipulated 
against  the  usual  incidents  to  that  relation.(i)  Such  stipulations  will, 
indeed,  hold  good  between  himself  and  his  companions,  but  will  in  no 
wise  diminish  his  liability  to  third  persons.  And  this  is  founded  on  a 
principle  of  justice  to  the  community ;  for,  to  use  the  language  of  the  lord 
chief  justice  in  the  principal  case,  « by  taking  part  of  the  profits,  he  takes 
from  the  creditors  a  part  of  that  fund  which  is  the  proper  security  to  them 
for  the  payment  of  their  debts."(c)  [Maule,  J.  Nesham  is  at  all  events 
interested  in  the  profits  of  this  newspaper  to  the  extent  of  the  500/.] 
Clearly  he  is.  Ex  parte  Wheeler,  Buck,  B.  C.  25 ;  Ex  parte  Todd,  lb.  48 ; 
Smith  v.  Watson,  2  B.  &  C.  401 ;  and  Cheep  v.  Cramond,  4  B.  & 
Aid.  663,  are  to  the  same  efiect.  And  this  court,  in  the  recent  case  of 
PoU  V.  Eyton,  ante,  p.  32,  distinctly  recognised  the  principle — that  one 
who  takes  a  share  of  the  profits,  as  such,  of  a  trading  concern,  thereby 
-becomes  a  partner  as  to  third  persons,  on  the  ground  of  those  profits  form- 
ing a  portion  of  the  fund  upon  which  creditors  have  a  right  to  rely  for 
payment.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  after 
a  recapitulation  of  the  facts,  observes :  <«  It  was  contended  that  an  actual 
'*6511    P^i^^^^^'P  ^^  proved;  *for,  Eyton,  by  taking  5  per  cent,  oo 

the  sales  to  his  workmen,  received  a  share  of  the  profits,  and  was 
therefore,  in  point  of  law,  a  partner  as  to  third  persons.  But  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  taking  of  that  money  was  not  sufficient  to  make  him  a 
partner.  Traders  become  partners  between  themselves  by  a  mutual  par<- 
ticipation  of  pro^  and  loss :  bqt,  as  to  third  persons,  they  are  partnen, 
if  they  share  the  profits  of  a  concern ;  for,  he  who  receives  a  share  of  the 
profits,  receives  a  part  of  that  fund  upon  which  the  creditors  of  the  con- 
cern have  a  right  to  rely  for  payment,  and  is  therefore  to  be  made  liable 
to  losses,  although  he  may  have  expressly  stipulated  for  exemption  from 
.them."  And,  after  referring  to  Grat^  v.  Smith  and  Waugh  v.  Carver,  ia 
the  former  of  which  De  Grey,  C.  J.,  says  x — <^  The  true  criterion  is,  to 
inquire  whether  Smith  agreed  to  bear  the  profits  of  the  trade  with  Robin- 
son, or  whether  he  only  relied  on  those  profits  as  a  fund  of  payment— a 
distinction  not  more  nice  than  usually  occurs  in  questions  of  trade  and 
.usury" — his  lordship  continues :  «  This  distinction  has  been  recognised 
in  many  cases ;  of  which  it  may  suffice  to  mention  Dry  v«  BosweU, 
1  Camp.  329,  and  Benjamin  v.  Porteus,  2  H.  Bla.  590.    And,  althougk 

(a)  It  makes  the  ^imms  partner  liable  to  die  eame  extent  at  an  admtU  partner. 
m  See  Bond  v.  PiUard,  3  M.  &  W.  357. 

(c)  Yet  the  liability  of  a  quati  partner  is  noi  incurred  bjr  an  annuitant|  who  diminiwheii  Ifasi 
fSvad  by  taking  both  yro/H$  andprmapoL 
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..*  Ex  park  Hamper j  17  Yes.  404,  Lord  Eldon  said  the  distinction  wbb 
90  thin  (a)  that  he  could  not  state  it  as  established  upon  due  considerations 
jet  he  acted  upon  it  in  that  case ;  and  again  in  Ex  parte  Watson^  19  Ves, 
459,  where  he  said — <  One  who  receives  a  salary,  not  charged  upon  pro* 
fits, — according  to  a  known,  though  nice  distinction, — is  not,  by  that,  a 
partner.'    Nor  does  it  appear  to  make  any  difference  whether  the  money 
is  received  by  way  of  interest  on  money  lent,  or  wages,  or  salary  as  agent,* 
or  commission  on  sales."  [Maule,  J.     *The  nice  distinction,  to     r*aM 
which  Lord  Eldon  adverts,  would  arise  in  Lawihin^s  Case^  but 
sot  in  that  of  the  present  defendant.]     Upon  all  the  authorities,  it  is  quite 
clear  that  both  were  interested  in  the  profits,  and  therefore  both  partners. 
Talfourdf  Seijt.,  (with  whom  was  Unthank^)  conirit.    Upon  the  facts 
stated  in  the  special  case,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  court  to  enter  into  any 
conjectural  speculation  as  to  whether  or  not  the  transaction  between  the 
several  parties  was  colourable :  the  sole  question  is,  what  is  the  relation 
created  between  Nesham  and  Lowthin  by  the  agreement  of  the  15th  of' 
June,  1844.     [Maule,  J.     The  proper  way  of  taking  the  account  between- 
the  parties  under  the  agreement,  as  it  strikes  me,  would  be,  to  treat  Neshani 
as  a  person  entitled  to  the  whole  profits  of  the  newspaper,  subject  to  the 
payments  guarantied  to  Lowthin.]    Nesham  does  not  stipulate  for  any 
part  of  the  profits,  as  such.    He  could  derive  no  larger  benefit  under  the' 
agreement  than  the  annual  payments  and  the  gross  sum  of  500/.  during 
the  seven  years.     [Maule,  J.     The  1500/.  is  not  to  be  paid  at  all,  unless 
the  profits  of  the  concern  realize  it.]    Assuming  that  to  be  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  agreement,  it  does  not  create  a  partnership.    It  might  as* 
well  be  said  that  a  false  representation  on  the  sale  of  a  public-house  would- 
create  the  relation  of  partners  between  the  seller  and  the  purchaser.     The 
argument  on  the  other  side  must,  no  doubt,  prevail,  if  the  circumstances* 
of  this  case  would  justify  an  affirmative  answer  to  the  question  suggested 
as  to  the  true  criterion,  by  Eyre,  C.  J.,  in  Grace  v.  Smith — whether  Nesham 
agreed  to  share  the  profits  of  the  trade  with  Lowthin.    Mr.  Smith,  in  his 
notes  to  Waughy,  Carver,  says:  ^^  Actual  partnership  takes  place  when' 
two  or  more  persons  agree  to  combine  property,  or  labour,  or  both,  in  a 
common  undertaking,  sharing  profit  and  *loss :"  and  he  refers  to     rtgrq 
Onen  v.  Beesley,  2  N.  C.  112,  2  Scott,  164,  where  Tindal,  C.  J.,     '• 
observes:  ul  have  always  understood  the  definition  of  partnership  to  be 
a  mutual  participation  in  profit  and  loss."    In  Beete  v.  Bidgoody  1  M.  &  R.* 
143,  upon  the  sale  of  an  estate,  it  was  agreed  that  the  purchase-money 
should  be  paid  by  instalments,  with  iiUerest  at  6/.  per  cent. ;  and  it  was 
M,  that  the  payments  reserved  under  the  name  of  interest  were  in  sub-^ 
stance  part  of  the  purchase-money ;  and  that,  unless  the  sale  were  merely 
colourable,  the  transaction  was  not  usurious.     Lord  Tenterden  said-i 
"This  case  comes  befi>re  the  court  out  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  ao 

(*)The  aUeged  »nNqp&,  o/jtutim  tQ  tht  emmmUy^  supii,  650,  appears  to  admit  of  no  tooli 
dmuietioii.  • 
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tstate,  not  out  of  4  cofntract  of  lofem ;  though  the  parties  have  Calculated 
the  price  partly  in  what  they  considered  the  value  in  present  money,  pattly 
in  money  to  be  paid  at  a  future  day.  They  have  chosen  to  call  it  ^  inte- 
lest,'  which  creates  the  whole  difficulty.  If  they  had  said  <  payable  by 
instalments,'  there  would  have  been  no  doubt.  Our  business  is,  to  look, 
not  at  the  words,  but  at  the  substance."  Here,  the  substance  of  the  trau- 
^ction,  as  well  as  the  words,  b,  the  sale  of  the  newspaper  for  the  sum  of 
1500/.  In  Mair  v,  Glennk^  4  M.  &  S.  240,  it  was  held,  that  an  agree- 
ment between  the  owner  and  the  captain  of  a  ship,  that  the  latter  should 
have  one-fifth  share  of  the  profit  or  loss  of  the  voyage  on  ^ip  and  cargo» 
did  not  amount  to  a  partnership.  «It  has  been  contended,"  said  Lord 
Ellenborougb,  «that  the  captain  was  virtually  a  partcLcr:  but,  on  what 
ground  has  it  been  so  contended  ?  The  ground  is,  because  payment  of  the. 
eaptain^s  wages  was  to  depend,  as  to  its  amount,  upon  a  reference  to  the 
value  of  the  cargo :  but,  according  to  that  mode  of  argument,  every  sea- 
man in  a  Greenland  voyage  would  become  a  partner  in  the  fishing  con- 
cern."   [Wilds;,  C.  J.    You  could  only  ascertain  what  Nesham  would  be 

*6541  '^^'^^'^'^^  ^^'  by  taking  the  account]  That  alone  would  not  create 
^     a  partnership. 

Channellj  Serjt.,  in  reply.  The  only  question  in  Beele  v.  Bidgood  wm, 
whether  the  contract  was  of  a  description  that,  would  render  the  parties 
liable  to  penalties  for  usury.  {Wilde,  C.  J.  The  court  held  that  there 
was  no  debt,  no  loan^  no  forbearance.]  Hkskeih  v.  BUmchard^  4  East, 
147,  is  an  authority  to  show  that  any  agreement  for  a  share  of  profits  will 
create  a  liability  as  partners,  quoad  third  persons,  though  it  be  expresdf 
Stipulated  that  one  shall  not  be  responsible  for  losses. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered :  and  the 
sole  question  is,  whether,  at  the  time  the  goods  were  supplied,  the  two 
defendants  were  partners  in  the  concern  for  the  use  of  which  they  were 
fiimished.  It  appears  that  the  goods  consisted  of  stamps  and  paper  for  a 
newspaper  called  The  Newcastle  Advertiser  and  Commercial  Herald,  of 
which  the  defendant  Nesham  had  formerly  been  the  proprietor,  but  which 
he  had  sold  to  certain  persons  for  the  sum  of  1600/.  payable  at  distant 
periods,  by  instalments ;  that  he  had  taken  from  those  persons  a  mortgage 
of  the  newspaper,  type,  presses,  and  materials,  for  securing  the  purchase- 
money,  with  a  power  of  sale ;  and  that,  pursuant  to,  and  in  the  exercise 
off  such  power  of  sale,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  mortgi^rs,  he,  on  the 
15th  of  June,  1844,  entered  into  an  agreement  for  the  aale  of  the  news- 
paper and  effects  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  mortgage,  to  Lowthin,  the 
other  diefendant.  We  may  exclude  firoro  our  consideration  all  that  oe<$uired 
antecedently  to  the  date  of  this  agreement.  The  sole  question  is,  what 
•8  its  true  effect.  My  brother  T\dfourd  has  relied  upon  the  case  of  Af^ 
<%551  ^*  Bidgoady  for  the  ^purpose  of  showing  that  the  court  must  look 
at  the  general  purview  of  the  agreement,  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
flhteAtion  of  the  parties.    It  was  there  held  that  an  agreement  that  the 
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price  of  an  estate  dibuld  be  paid  at  certaia  future  days,  with  interest  af 
nx  per  cent,  per  annum^  was  not  usurious — the  court  rejecting  the  tech- 
mcal  term  inUresif  and  saying,  that,  though  the  parties  chose  to  call  i 
portion  of  the  sum  interest,  it  was,  in  truth,  only  part  of  the  purchase* 
money.  Adopting  the  principle  of  that  case,  and  looking  at  the  intention 
of  the  parties  to  this  agreement,  I  am  unable  to  come  to  any  other  conclu* 
don  than  that  it  created  an  interest  in  the  profits  of  the  concern  in  Nesham, 
vbic|i  constituted  him  a  partner,  quoad  third  persons.  The  view  presented 
by  my  brother  Maule,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  seems  to  me  to  be 
the  correct  one.  The  result  is  this : — The  concern  is  worth  1500/.  Nesham 
and  Lowthin  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  partnership,  to  enure  for  scTen 
years :  that  limit  being  fixed,  because  it  was  presumed  that  within  that 
time  the  1500/.  would  be  paid  out  to  Nesham.  If  the  profits  were  not 
sufficient  to  pay  the  1500/.  over  and  above  the  allowance  of  150/.  to  Low- 
thin,  Nesham  was  to  get  nothing ;  otherwise,  he  was  to  have  the  surplus' 
profits,  if  and  until  they  should  amount  to  500/.  within  the  seven  years.' 
It  is  immaterial  that  the  transaction  might  have  been  put  upon  a  difierent 
basis  by  a  six  months*  notice.  All  the  cases  seem  to  agree,  that,  whatever 
be  the  private  stipulations  between  the  parties  themselves,  an  agreement' 
for  a  participation  in  the  profits  constitutes  a  partnership  as  to  third  per*' 
sons ;  for,  it  is  but  reasonable  that  one  who  stipulates  for  an  interest  in  the' 
profits  should  be  held  liable  to  those  who  supply  the  means  of  carrying  on* 
the  trading  concern  out  of  which  those  profits  are  to  arise.  It  is  therefore' 
material  to  ascertain  what  was  the  interest  which  Nesham  *created  r*Q^ 
for  himself  by  this  agreement  He  was  to  receive  all  the  profits  ^  ' 
acquired  by  the  publication  of  the  newspaper,  beyond  150/.  per  annum' 
until  the  1500/.  and  interest,  and  500/.  in  addition,  should  have  been  fully' 
paid.  If  no  profits  were  realized  beyond  150/.  per  annum^  he  would  get 
nothing :  for,  it  would  be  idle  to  say  that  he  is  entitled  to  receive  the  whole 
profits,  and  liable  to  pay  150/.  per  annum  to  Lowthin ;  the  rule  against 
circuity  of  actions  would  prevent  that  construction.  Throughout  eadi* 
year  of  die  term,  Nesham's  right  to  receive  any  thing  depends  upon  the 
contingency  of  a  fund  accruing  from  profits.  If  during  the  term  no  profits 
are  realized,  no  payments  are  to  be  made  to  Nesham.  The  argument  has 
proceeded  entirely  upon  the  footing  of  the  1500/.  being  a  sum  that  is  tO' 
be  absolutely  paid.  That  clearly  is  not  so«  In  a  certain  event  only  it  is 
that  the  sums  stipulated  to  be  paid  to  Nesham  are  to  be  paid,  viz.  in  the 
event  of  profits  being  realized  sufiKcient  to  pay  them.  It  seem  to  me, ' 
therefore,  upon  the  simplest  principles  applicable  to  the  law  of  partnership, 
&at  Nesham  has  entered  into  the  contract  under  oircusiftanoes  that  impose 
apon  htm  a  liability  for  goods  supplied  for  the  carrying  on  of  ihe  concern., 
It  would  be  most  unjust  and  unreasonable  that  he  should  be  permitted  to 
take  the  whole  profits  of  the  publication,  and  not  be  held  responsible  for 
the  debts.  For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 
CoLTMAN,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  proviso  that  Nesham 
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should  have  power  to  put  an  end  to  the  partnership,  has  no  bearing  on  the 
question.  In  considering  what  is  the  proper  construction  of  the  agree- 
ment, regard  must  be  had  to  the  terms  on  which  the  business  was  canj* 
ing  on.  The  question  is,  not  whether  Nesham  and  Lowthin  were,  by  this 
agreement,  constituted  partners  as  between  themselves,  but  whether  they 
*6571  ^^^^  ^  ^^^^  reference  to  third  persons  who  *ifurni8hed  goods  for 
carrjring  on  the  concern.  A  party  who  stipulates  for  a  participa- 
tion in  profits,  as  such,  is  liable  as  a  partner  quoad  third  persons,  notwith- 
standing he  may  have  expressly  stipulated  that  he  shall  not  be  subject  to 
losses.  With  regard  to  the  500/.,  the  matter  is,  I  think,  still  clearer  than 
as  to  the  other  part  of  the  case.  The  quantum  of  profit  to  be  received,  is 
quite  immaterial.  Whether  Nesham  will  ever  obtain  the  500/.  depends 
upon  the  contingency — of  profits  arising  out  of  the  publication  sufficient 
to  pay  150/,  a  year  to  Lowthin,  and  the  annual  payments  in  liquidation 
of  the  1500/.  and  interest.  I  think  it  is  quite  clear,  that,  as  regards  the 
claim  of  this  plaintiff,  Nesham  was  a  partner. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  quite  agree  that  we  are  to 
look  at  the  substance,  and  not  at  the  mere  form,  of  the  transaction.  The 
question  is,  whether  it  gave  Nesham  an  interest  in  the  profits  of  the  news- 
paper. Before  the  date  of  the  agreement,  the  whole  profits  belonged  to 
him.  What  does  he,  in  substance,  part  with  ?  Lowthin  is  to  manage  the 
concern,  and  to  receive  150/.  a  year,  at  all  events,  for  seven  years.  That 
is  all  that  Lowthin  is  certain  of  receiving.  Deduct  that  sum  from  the 
whole  interest  in  the  newspaper,  and  Nesham  is  interested  in  the  excess, 
except  in  the  improbable  event  of  the  profits  realizing  more  than  sufficient 
to  pay  the  annual  instalments  of  the  1500/.,  the  150/.  a  year  to  Lowthin, 
and  the  further  sum  of  500/.  in  the  seven  years.  Upon  that  simple  state- 
ment, it  might  very  well  be  questioned  whether  Lowthin  was  a  partner,  or 
whether  he  was  not  a  sort  of  salaried  manager,  remotely  interested  in  sur- 
plus profits.  It  is,  however,  unnecessary  to  discuss  that ;  for,  no  one  dis- 
Agggi  putes  that  he  is  a  partner.(a)  I  think  Nesham  is  a  much  ^rnore 
unquestionable  partner  than  Lowthin.  Nesham's  pecuniary  stake 
is  greater  or  lass  according  to  the  amount  of  profits  realized.  It  is  quite 
impossible  to  say  that  he  has  not  such  an  interest  as  to  render  him  liable 
^s  a  partner  for  goods  supplied  to  the  concern. 

v.  WiuiAMs,  J.,  concurred.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.(ft) 

(a)  He  had  suffered  jadgment  by  default;  stiU  non-liability  in  Lowthin  would  hare  been 
a  good  defence  to  Nesham. 

'  (6)  In  the  case  of  an  actual  partnership,  the  rule  appears  to  be  correctly  laid  down  bjr. 
Pothier,  *(Ponr  qu'une  dette  soit  r6put6e  dette  de  la  soci^t^  et  qu'eUe  oblige  ainsi  solidaire- 
ment  ohacnn  des  associ^  il  fiiut  que  deux  choses  conoourent,  l^  qu'elle  ait  M  oootraclis 
par  quelquHin  qui  ett  le  pouToir  d'obUger  tous  let  associte;  2^  qu*eUe  ait  M  oontzaotie  la 
nom  de  la  soci^r^/'— Connor  de  SocuH  No.  97. 
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WHITE  V.  FELTHAM.    JVbv.  25. 

A  declaration  omitting  to  state  whether  the  plaintiff  sues  in  jwrson  or  by  attomefi  is  irregu- 
lar; but  die  application  to  set  it  aside  should  be  made  at  chambers. 

An  affidavit  intituled,  *^  W.  W.,  carrying  on  business  under  the  name  or  style  of  W.  T.  &  Co^ 
plaintiffl  and  C.  F.,  defendant"— the  plaintiff  having  so  described  himself  in  the  writ,— 
was  held  sufficient 

Ball,  on  a  fonner  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the 
declaration  filed  in  this  cause,  for  irregularity,  with  costs,  as  deviating 
from  the  form  prescribed  by  R.  T.  3  W.  4,  r.  15,  which  orders  <<  that 
eTery  declaration  shall,  in  future,  be  intituled  in  the  proper  court,  and  of 
the  day  of  the  month  and  year  on  which  it  is  filed  or  delivered,  and  shall 
commence  as  follows :"  one  of  the  forms  given  (for  the  commencement 
of  a  declaration  after  summons)  running  thus:  « [Fenu^]  A.  B.,  by  E.  F., 
his  attorney  [or,  in  his  own  proper  person,]  complains  of  C.  D.,  who  has 
been  summoned  to  answer  the  said  A.  B.,"  &c.  In  the  present  case,  the 
declaration  commenced  thus : — «  London,  to  wit.  William  White,  carry^ 
ing  on  business  under  the  name  or  style  of  William  Turner  &  Co.,  com« 
plains  of  Charles  Feitham,  who  has  been  summoned  to  answer  the  said 
William  White,"  &c.,  *not  stating  whether  the  plaintifi*  sued  in  rsggg 
person,  or  by  attorney.  ^ 

The  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion  was  founded  was  intituled  as  fol- 
lows:— ((In  the  Common  Pleas.  Between  William  White,  carrying  on 
business  under  the  name  or  style  of  William  Turner  &  Co.,  plaintifi*,  and 
Charles  Feitham,  defendant."  The  plaintiff*  had  been  similarly  described 
in  the  writ  of  summons. 

Carrington  showed  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  which  stated  that  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  was  endorsed  upon  the  writ  of  summons,  and 
also  appeared  at  the  foot  of  the  notice  of  declaration  served  upon  the 
defendant.  He  submitted  that  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion  was 
founded  was  incorrectly  intituled.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  In  intituling  his  affi- 
davit, the  defendant  has  followed  the  description  the  plaintiff  has  given  of 
himself  in  the  writ  and  declaration.  Surely  that  is  sufficient.]  It  was 
further  submitted,  that  the  writ  and  notice  of  declaration  gave  the  defend- 
ant all  requisite  information  for  the  delivery  of  his  plea ;  that  the  rule  of 
Michaelmas  term,  3  W*  4,  was  directory  only,  or,  if  compulsory,  to  be 
enforced  by  demurrer ;  that,  if  the  court  should  think  the  departure  from 
the  prescribed  form  a  mere  irregularity — as  was  held  in  Marshall  v. 
nomas,  3  M.  &  Scott,  98,  2  DowL  P.  C.  208— the  defendant  was  not 
justified  in  incurring  the  expense  of  an  application  to  the  court,  but  should 
bavc  gone  to  a  judge  at  chambers :  Ward  v.  Graystockj  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  717, 

Ball,  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  rule  in  question  is  clearly  impera- 
tive: Thompson  v.  Dicas,  1  C.  &  M.  768, 2  Dowl.  P.  C.  93 ;  Dod  v.  Grant, 
4  Ad.  &  E.  485, 6  N.  &  M.  70 :  and  the  case  of  Marshall  v.  Hiornds  r ,ggQ 
is  a  distinct  authority  to  show  that  the  proper  mode  of  taking 
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advantage  of  it  is  by  motion,  and  not  by  demurrer.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  No 
doubt  the  declaration  is  irregular:  but  the  queslion  is,  whether  you  do  not 
lose  your  right  to  costs  by  coining  to  tlie  court,  instead  of  going  before  a 
judge  at  chambers.]  The  point  is  novel  and  of  some  importance,  inas- 
much as  it  involves  a  question  upon  the  construction  of  a  rule  of  court 
having  all  the  force  of  an  act  of  parliament ;  and,  in  term  time,  the  parties 
could  not  have  the  assistance  of  counsel  at  chambers.  In  Ward  v.  Chrof- 
stocky  the  application  was  to  istrike  out  counts,  which  is,  by  Ibe  express 
language  of  the  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  r*  6,  to  be  made  to  a  judge 
at  chambers, — unless  it  involves  a  point  of  law,  or  the  construction  of  a 
statute :  Doe  d.  The  Overseers  of  Llandesillo  v.  Roe,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  222. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  language  of  the  rule  and  the  form  is  perfectly  clear 
and  distinct ;  and,  in  some  instances,  it  may  be  important  that  it  should 
be  strictly  adhered  to.  The  defendant  ought  to  be  duly  informed  as  to 
who  is  the  person  to  whom  he  is  to  deliver  his  plea.  The  declaration  is 
therefore  irregular,  in  omitting  to  show  whether  the  plaintifi*  sues  in  per- 
son or  by  attorney ;  and  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  for  setting  it  aside: 
but,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  has  unnecessarily  come  to  the  court,  when 
the  matter  might  have  been  set  right,  at  much  less  expense,  by  a  judge 
at  chambers,  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  without  costs. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute,  without  oests. 
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•(  Sworn  in  court  the  5th  day  of  November)  1846,  before  R  V.  W^'  (the  jndge^s  flignatore,) 

•    is  «  sufficient  jurat 

Upon  a  motion  for  a  suggestion  under  the  Middlesex  oooit  of  requests  act,  (Q3  6. 3,  e.  3S) 
s.  10,)  the  defendant,  in  bis  affidavit,  described  himself  as  "of  No.  51,  Bedford  Bov, 
Holborn,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex ;''  and  alleged  that  he,  **  before  and  at  the  oommeooe- 
ment  of  the  suit,  was,  and  ever  since  had  been,  and  stiU  was,  inhabiting  and  resident  is 
Bedford  Row  aforesaid,  and  that  he,  for  and  during  all  that  time,  was,  and  stiU  was,  liable  to 
be  summoned  to  the  court  of  requests  held  at  Kingsgate  Street,  Holborn  aforesaid,  and  that 
the  cause  of  action,  and  every  part  thereof!  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  oooit:'*— 

ffdd,  that  this  affidavit  did  not  allege,  M'ith  sufficient  distinctness,  that  the  defendant  resided 
in  Bedford  Row,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  or  that  the  court  of  requests  held  at  Kingsp^ 
Street  was  the  Middlesex  court  of  requests. 

Debt,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  with  a  count  upon  an  account 
stated.    Plea,  never  indebted. 

By  his  particulars  of  demand,  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  sum  of  4i.  Il8*6d.] 
and  at  the  trial  before  a  judge  of  the  sheriff's  court  in  London,  he  obtaioed 
a  verdict  for  1/.  1 ;. 

Chamockj  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  show  cause  why  a  suggestion  should  not  be  entered  on  the  roll,  to  entitle 
the  defendant  to  double  costs,  under  the  Middlesex  court  of  requests  act(fl) 

(a)  23  6,  2,  o.  33,  which  enacts,  (s.  19,)  «<tbat,  in  case  any  action  of  debt  or  aotk»  spA 
lassumpsit  shall  be  commenced  and  prosecuted  in  any  of  lus  mi^esty's  courts  of  record  il 
Westminster,  and  the  defendant  or  defendants,  at  the  time  of  such  action  broo^t,  shall  Uf* 
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The  affidayit  upon  which  the  motion  was  founded  was  *M  fiiUows  i-^  r«fifib' 
«  John  JacksoU)  of  No.  51,  Bedford  Row,  HolborUi  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  tailor,  the  above-named  defendant,  maketh  oath  and  saith, 
that  the  above-named  plaintiff  did,  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  obtain  a 
Terdict  for  the  sum  of  1/.  1 «.,  and  no  more :  and  this  deponent  further 
saith  that  this  deponent,  before  and  at  the  cofcnmeocement  of  this  suit, 
was,  and  ever  since  hath  been,  and  still  is,  inhabiting  and  resident  b 
Bedford  Row  aforesaid,  and  that  this  deponent,  for  and  during  all  that 
time,  was,  and  still  is,  liable  to  be  summoned  to  the  court  of  requests  held 
at  Kingsgate  Street,  Holborn,  aforesaid,  and  that  the  cause  of  the  above 
action,  and  every  part  thereof,  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
court." 

JB.  C,  RohiMon  showed  cause.  The  jurat  of  the  affidavit  upon  which 
the  present  rule  was  obtained,  is  insufficient.  It  runs  thus; — « Sworn  in 
court,  the  5th  day  of  November,  1846,  before  E.  V.  Williams" — not 
showing  where  it  was  sworn,  nor,  otherwise  than  by  mere  recital,  that  it 
was  sworn  before  a  judge.  [Maule,  J.  The  proper  form  of  jurat,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  would  be,  <«  Sworn  in  court,  ihis,"  &c.,  without  stating  before 
whom.  In  Empty  v.  King^  2  D.  &  L.  375,  a  jurat  stating  the  affidavit  to 
hare  been  sworn  «  at  my  chambers.  Rolls  Gardens,  Chancery  Lane,  this 
19th  day  of  November,  1844,"  and  signed  by  a  judge,  was  held  sufficient ; 
Lord  Chief  Baron  Pollock  observing,  <«that,  in  the  case  of  a  commi»-^ 
stoner,  the  omission  of  the  words  « before  me,'  may,  perhaps,  render  th9. 
affidavit  bad ;  but  it  is  not  so  here.  This  form  of  jurat  has  been  invariably 
used,  and  we  are  unwilling  to  disturb  the  practice  by  questioning  its  va*> 
hdity."]  The  affidavit  does  not  sufficiently  show  that  the  defendant  wasj 
at  the  commencement  of  the  *suit,  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  r*gga 
of  the  local  court.  There  is  no  distinct  averment  that  the  whole  ^ 
of  Bedford  Row  is  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  or  that  the  defendant  was 
resident  in  a  part  that  is  within  that  county ;  or  that  the  court  held  in 
Kingsgate  Street,  Holborn,  to  which  the  defendant  is  averred  to  be  liable 
to  be  summoned,  is  the  court  of  requests  for  the  county  of  Middlesex; 
and  this  court  cannot  take  judicial  notice  that  it  is  sa 

Chamockf  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  affidavit  shows  with  sufficient 
certainty  that  the  place  of  the  defendant's  residence  is  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex.  The  deponent  begins  by  describing  himself  as  of  No.  51, 
Bedford  Row,  Holborn,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex;  and  then  goes  on 
to  state,  that,  before  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  he  was,  and 
ever  since  had  been,  and  still  was,  resident  ((in  Bedibrd  Row  aforesaid," 

or  reaida  in  the  ndd  coanty'  of  Middlesex,  and  be  liable  to  be  summoned  to  the  aaid  ooanty 
oooit,  and  the  jury  upon  the  trial  of  such  cause  sliall  And  tlie  damages  for  the  plaintiif  under 
the  value  of  40t.,—- unless  the  judge  shall  in  open  court  certi^  on  the  back  of  the  record  that 
the  freehold  or  title  to  the  plaintiff's  land  principally  came  in  question,  or  that  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy princip^ly  came  in  question  at  such  trialr-^en  and  in  such  case  no  costs  shall  be 
Bwarded  to  the  plaintiff  in  such  action,  but  the  defendant  or  defendants  shaU  be  entitled  to, 
xxid  recover,  double  costs  of  .suit"  .     . 
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'which  refers  to  and  incorporates  the  previous  allegation  that  Bedfiird  Row 
is  in  the  county  of  Middlesex.  [M aule,  J.  Does  the  statement  amoant 
to  an  allegation  that  the  whole  o/*  Bedford  Row  is  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
sex ?  Besides,  it  is  not  very  clear  that  the  word  «<  aforesaid'^  has  reference 
to  Holborn,  rather  than  to  Middlesex ;  and,  if  to  the  former^  it  is  matter 
of  notoriety  that  Holborn  is  not  wholly  situate  within  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex.] The  court  in  question  being  held  in  Kingsgate  Street  under  the 
authority  of  an  act  of  parliament,  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  its 
locality.  If  it  was  not  held  in  the  county,  the  plaintiflT  might  have  shown 
that  fact.(a)  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  defendant  must  make  out  a  case  to 
entitle  him  to  enter  a  suggestion,  as  prayed ;  otherwise  there  is  nothing 
for  the  plaintiff  to  answer.] 

*6641  *WiLDE,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  defendant  in  this  case 
has  failed  to  bring  himself  within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment. At  all  events,  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion  is  founded 
should  show,  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  certainty,  that  the  appUcant  is 
a  person  entitled  to  the  relief  he  seeks.  Now,  it  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  what  is  sworn  here,  that,  though  the  defendant  was  resident  in  Bed- 
ford Row  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  at  the  time  the  affidavit  was  made, 
he  might  have  resided,  at  the  time  the  action  was  commenced,  in  another 
part  of  Bedford  Row,  which  may  be  in  the  city  of  London.  He  has, 
therefore,  failed  to  show  with  due  certainty  that  he  was  resident  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex  at  the  time  of  the  suit. 

He  has  also,  I  think,  failed  to  show  that  he  was  resident  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  requests  for  the  county  of  Middlesex:  for,  we 
cannot  take  judicial  notice  that  the  court  in  Kingsgate  Street  is  the  couit 
pf  requests  for  that  county. 

I  therefore  think  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  In  Rex  v.  Burridge^  3  P.  Wms.  439, 496,  which  was  an 
indictment  for  aiding  and  assisting  a  felon  to  escape,  the  court  said:  <<It 
is  not  laid  that  this  fact,  of  aiding  and  assisting,  was  done  with  force,  nor 
that  Burridge  was  present  at  the  escape ;  and  therefore  the  aid  and  assist- 
ance might  be  affi^rded  in  a  different  county ;  and  we  cannot  take  notice 
that  the  whole  township  or  vill  of  Ivelchester  is  in  the  county  of  Somerset." 
Neither  can  we  take  notice  judicially  that  Bedford  Row  is  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex. 

The  other  point  I  also  think  is  equally  fatal. 
*6651        *Maule,  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    We  must  not  by  infe- 
rence and  implication  supply  &ct8  which  ought  to  be  distinctly 
and  positively  alleged  in  affidavits. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  di8charged.(i) 

>)  See  Buhop  ▼.  Manh,  6  N.C.  12,8Soott,  128;  Thorn  ▼.  Ckkmodc,  1  M.  &  6.  216, 1  SooR, 

R.  138. 

(6)  The  auihority  to  enter  a  suggestion  under  this  act,  it  seems,  still  exists,  notwithstAwiiqg 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  transferred  to  the  new  county  courts  established  ander  lbs 
9  &  10  Vict  c  05.    Per  Piatt,  B^  in  Tim  ▼.  SmUh,  M.  T.  1847. 


N.R. 
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GILES  and  Another  v.  TOOTH. 
iSAME  V.  Ten  other  Persons,  severally.     JVbv.  14. 

Tlie  pUiintiff*  having  brought  eleven  actions,  against  as  many  directors  of  a  railway  company, 
ior  the  recovery  of  the  same  demand — ^the  court  refused  to  stay  proceedings  in  all  the 
actions  but  one.     Vide  pott^  677,  690. 

The  plaintiffs  having  brought  eleven  actions,  against  as  many  different 
individuals,  charging  them  as  members  of  the  provisional  committee  of  a 
projected  railway  company, 

Bramwell,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  on  behalf  of  the  several  '^e 
fendants,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  cause  why  the 
proceedings  in  each  of  the  actions  should  not  be  stayed,  until  the  court 
should  otherwise  order,  except  in  such  one  of  the  actions  as  the  plaintiffs 
should  elect  to  proceed  with.  The  motion  was  founded  upon  an  affidavit 
which  stated,  that  the  actions  were  brought  to  recover  1560/.  alleged  to 
be  due  to  the  plaintiffs  for  certain  services  performed  by  them  in  connec* 
tion  with  a  proposed  railway,  to  be  called  ««The  Tunbridge-and-Rye- 
Harbour  Railway ;''  that  the  several  writs  in  the  eleven  actions  bore  date 
respectively  the  8th  of  June,  1846,  the  debt  endorsed  on  each  writ  being 
*1650/.;  that  declarations  were  delivered  in  all  the  actions  on  the  i-vcgg 
20th  of  June,  the  declarations  and  particulars  of  demand  being 
the  same  in  each  action,  except  in  the  names  of  the  defendants,  and  being 
in  a  lithographed  form,  in  which  the  plaintiffs'  names  were  printed, — 
whence  the  deponent  inferred  that  a  number  of  other  actions  had  been 
brought  by  the  plaintiffs  against  several  other  parties  in  respect  of  the 
same  cause  of  action ;  that  t/ie  debt  sought  to  be  recovered  in  these  actions 
Vfos  one  debt  only^  and  that^  if  t/,  or  any  part  of  it,  was  due  from  the 
defendants^  it  was  due  from  them  jointly ^  arul  not  severally  from  each  of 
them^  and  that,  if  the  plaintiffs  should  obtain  judgment  against  any  one 
of  the  defendants,  they  would  have  no  legal  right  to  proceed  further 
against  any  other ;  that  it  was  impossible  for  any  of  the  defendants  to  plead 
m  abatement  the  non-joinder  of  co^contractors,  owing  to  the  great  number 
of  persons  whose  names  appeared  as  being  connected  unt/i  the  proposed  rail' 
V)ay;  and  that  no  proceedings  beyond  the  declaration,  particulars  of  de- 
mand, and  orders  for  time  to  plead,  had  taken  place  in  any  of  the  actions. 

Channelly  Serjt.,  and  Piggott,  showed  cause.  This  is  not  the  ordinary 
application  to  consolidate  the  actions,  but  simply  an  application  to  stay 
the  proceedings  in  several  actions  rightfully  brought  against  several  per- 
sons individually  liable  for  the  same  debt,  leaving  the  plaintiffs  to  proceed 
in  one  only.  The  rule  prayed  is  one  which  the  court  has  no  power  to 
make :  and,  even  if  it  had  such  power,  it  would  not  be  a  fit  case  for  its 
exercise.  The  defendants  do  not  propose  to  be  bound  by  the  result  of 
the  case  to  be  proceeded  with :  and,  even  if  they  did,  the  court  has  no 
power  to  compel  the  plaintiffs  to  become  parties  to  such  a  bargain.  It  is 
VOL.  lu.  62  2  M 
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not  probable  that  the  whole  of  the  defendants  became  connected  with  the 
*6671     ^^o^P^i^y  ^t  the  same  time;  and  therefore  all  ^cannot  be  liable  to 

precisely  the  same  extent,  each  being  responsible  only  for  con- 
tracts  entered  into  by  the  company  since  he  joined  it.  In  Doyk  v.  Andtr* 
ion^  1  Ad.  &  E.  635,  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  plaintiff  brings  seTeral 
actions  upon  the  same  policy  of  assurance,  against  several  underwriters, 
the  court  will  not,  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiflf,  make  a  consolida- 
tion rule,  upon  the  terms  of  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  being  bound  in 
all  the  actions  by  the  event  of  one.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  Siarpe  ?. 
Lethbridge,  4  M.  &  G.  37,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  722,  where,  five  separate  actioos 
having  been  brought  against  five  different  individuals  upon  five  several 
guarantees  given  to  secure  distinct  portions  of  the  same  debt,  and  a  judge 
at  chambers  having  made  an  order  for  consolidating  them,  this  court  re- 
fused to  rescind  the  order;  though,  if  it  were  necessary  for  the  purpose  of 
this  argument,  good  reasons  might  be  urged  against  the  soundness  of  that 
decision.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  I  have  known  rules  of  this  sort  repeatedly 
granted  in  the  case  of  actions  upon  bail-bonds.]  In  BartkU  v.  Bartiett, 
4  M.  k  G.  269,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  779,  the  assignee  of  a  replevin-bond  having 
1>roiight  actions  severally  against  the  principal  and  his  two  sureties,  the 
court  made  a  rule  that  the  proceedings  in  all  the  actions  should  be  stayed, 
upon  payment  of  the  rent  due,  and  costs ;  and  that,  upon  such  payment 
not  being  made,  the  first  action  should  be  proceeded  with,  the  defendants 
in  the  other  two  actions  agreeing  to  be  bound  by  the  event  of  the  first. 
In  Pechdl  v.  Layton,  2  T.  R.  512,  the  court  refused  (before  trial)  to  stay 
proceedings  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff's  officer  for  a  penalty  on  the 
statute  32  G.  2,  c.  28,  s.  12,  though  a  similar  action  had  been  commeaced 
against  the  sheriff  for  the  same  offence.  But,  after  verdicts  in  both  octtmii 
*6681    *^^^y  stayed  the  proceedings  in  both,  on  payment  of  one  penalty, 

and  the  costs  of  one  action :  Pechdl  v.  Martin^  2  T.  R.  712. 
According  to  the  case  of  King  v.  ffoane,  13  M.  &  W.  494,(a)  if  this  were  a 
demand  for  which  the  defendants  were  jointly  liable,  a  judgment,  unthod 
satisfaction^  recovered  against  one  would  be  a  bar  to  the  actions  against 
the  others;  or,  possibly,  the  defendants  might  have  a  remedy  by  cu^ 
querela^  to  prevent  the  plaintiffs  from  obtaining  satisfaction  more  than 
once :  Bac.  Abr,  Audita  Querela^  (P.)  The  case  of  Came  v.  Legh^  6  B. 
&  C.  124,  9  D.  &  R.  126,  will  probably  be  relied  on  fo^  the  defendants. 
There,  the  plaintiff  having  brought  two  actions  against  two  joint-contractors, 
for  the  same  debt,  the  court  set  aside  the  proceedings,  without  costSy  in 
one  action,  the  debt  and  costs  in  the  other  having  been  paid.  That  would 
be  an  authority  in  point,  if  this  had  been  the  case  of  a  joint  contract ;  bat 
it  has  no  application  to  a  case  of  several  liability.  Abbott,  C.  J.,  there 
says:  «  This  is  not  at  all  analogous  to  the  case  of  several  actions  brought 
against  the  different  parties  to  a  bill  of  exchange ;  for,  there,  the  parties 
are  all  severally  liable ;  here,  the  partners  in  the  company  are  only  jointly 

(a)  And  see  Henry  ▼.  Goidney,  4  D.  &  L.  6. 
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fiable,  and,  if  sded  separately,  migkt  plead  in  abatement.'*  [Wifj>e,  G.  J. 
The  defendants'  affidavit,  which  states  that  it  was  impossible  for  any  of 
the  defendants  to  plead  in  abatement  the  non-joinder  of  co-contractors, 
owing  to  their  number,  shows  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  sued  tliem 
j<Hntty.]  Precisely  so,  Anderson  ▼.  Totogood^  1  Q.  B.  245,  which  may 
also  be  relied  on  for  the  defendants,  was  the  ease  of  a  joint  and  several 
bond  upon  which  three  actions  had  been  brought ;  and  there  was  no 
opportunity  to  plead  in  abatement. 

'BramweUf  in  support  of  the  rule.  There  are  many  cases  in  r«gga 
•which  the  court  has,  in  the  exercise  of  its  equitable  jurisdiction,  ^ 
interposed  summarily  to  relieve  a  defendant  from  the  expense  and  incon- 
venience of  circuitously  availing  himself  of  a  defence  to  which  he  is  by 
law  enttlied.  Thus,  in  Humphreys  ▼•  Knight^  6  Bingb.  572,  4  M.  & 
P.  375,  a  bankrupt,  who  had  obtained  his  certificate  after  issue  joined  and 
before  judgment,  but  had  omitted  to  plead  it  puis  darrein  Continuance^ 
having  been  rendered  in  discbarge  of  bis  bail  after  judgment,  was  dis- 
charged on  motion :  and  in  Sadler  v.  Cleaver^  7  Bingh.  769,  5  M.  & 
P.  706,  it  was  held,  that,  under  the  statute  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  120,  which 
authorizes  the  discharge  of  a  certificated  bankrupt  taken  in  execution  for 
a  debt  provable  under  his  commission,  the  court  has,  incidentally,  the 
power  of  staying,  before  judgment,  proceedings  against  such  bankrupt  for 
such  debt  In  EvereU  v.  YmteUsy  3  B.  &  Ad.  349,  1  N.  &  M.  530,  where 
^e  jury  had,  by  consent,  been  discharged  from  giving  a  verdict,  and  the 
plaintiff,  instead  of  proceeding  in  that  action — which  he  might  have  done^ 
notwithstanding  the  discharge  of  the  jury — brought  a  new  action,  for  a 
cause  admitted  to  be  the  same,  the  court  stayed  the  proceedings,  bnt 
refused  to  allow  the  defendant  bis  costs  of  the  latter  suit.  [Wilde,  C«  J. 
There  the  proceeding  was  against  good  faith.}  So,  in  Miles  v.  The  InhabU- 
ants  of  Bristol^  3  B.  &  Ad.  945,  a  plaintifi"  having  brought  an  action  in 
the  court  of  King's  Bench  against  the  hundred,  pursuant  to  the  7  &  8 
G.  4,  c.  31,  (which  reqiures  such  actions  to  be  brought  within  three 
months,)  afterwards  commenced  another  action  in  the  Exchequer  for  the 
tame  cause — the  court  of  King's  Bench,  on  motion  compelled  him  to 
make  his  election  in  which  suit  he  would  proceed.  *[Mavle,  J.  r«g7A 
Do  you  contend  that  the  court  will  interfere  where  the  defendant  *' 
may  have  relief  on  the  record,  or  in  some  other  way  ?}  It  clearly  is  no 
answer  to  say  that  the  defendants  might  be  relieved  by  the  obscure,  and 
almost  obsolete,  process  of  an  audita  querela.  Wherever  the  legal  relief 
is  difficult  of  access,  or  vexatioualy  expensive,  the  courts  appear  to  have 
interfered  equitably.  [Maule,  J.  You  should  add,  <'and  where  th^ 
defendant  has  an  equitable  case."]  In  J^eries  v.  Sheppard^  3  B.  & 
A.  696,  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff  to  recover  money  levied  under  a 
JLfa.y  without  any  previous  demand,  the  court  of  King's  Bench  stayed 
the  proceedings  upon  payment  of  the  sum  levied,  without  costs.  In 
PecheU  v.  Layton  and  Pechell  v.  Martin^  the  court  evidently  proceeded 
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upon  the  ground  that  one  of  the  actions  was  improperly  brought  Here, 
it  is  sworn,  and  not  denied,  that  the  defendants,  if  liable  at  all,  are  liable 
jointly;  but  fhey  are  deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  pleading  in  abated 
m^nt  the  non-joinder  of  co-contractors,  by  the  difficulty  m  compl]ring  widi 
the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  8.(a)  There  is  no  analogy  between  this  case 
and  the  case  of  several  actions  upon  a  policy  of  assurance.  Compelling 
a  plaintiff  to  deliver  particulars  of  his  demand,  is  another  instance  of  as 
equitable  interference,  on  the  part  of  the  court,  with  the  common-law 
rights  of  a  plaintiff.  So,  the  staying  proceedings  until  security  is  given 
for  costs,  in  the  case  of  a  plaintiff  residing  abroad — which  can  only  be 
*6711  j^^^^'^^^  ^^  ^b^  Aground  of  the  inequity  of  allowing  a  party  to  pro- 
ceed without  placing  himself,  in  respect  of  costs,  on  the  same 
footing  as  his  opponent.  At  all  events,  some  arrangement  might  be  sug- 
gested, to  relieve  the  defendants  from  the  unnecessary  accumulation  of 
costs :  for  instance,  the  whole  of  the  eleven  defendants  might  be  included 
in  one  action,  the  plaintifls  only  taking  a  verdict  against  so  many  of  them 
as  he  may  show  to  be  liable.  [Maule,  J.  The  defendants  must,  in  that 
case,  agree  that  each  shall  be  liable  for  as  much  as  any  one  of  them  may 
be  liable  for.]  That  would  hardly  be  reasonable.  [Maule,  J.  Your 
affidavit  admits,  that,  if  any  debt  is  due  to  the  plaintiflb  at  all,  it  is  due 
from  all  the  defendants  jointly.  CAaitneU,  Serjt.,  objected  that  trying 
eleven  actions  in  one  would  be  imposing  a  considerable  practical  difficulty 
upon  the  plaintifls.  Maule,  J.  And  probably  without  making  any  sub* 
stantial  difference  in  the  expense.] 

Wilde,  C.  J.  This  rule  calls  upon  the  plaintifls  to  show  cause  why 
the  proceedings  in  each  of  these  eleven  actions  should  not  be  stayed  until 
the  court  should  otherwise  order,  except  in  such  one  of  the  said  actions  as  the 
plaintiffs  should  elect  to  proceed  with.  The  ground  of  the  motion  is,  that 
the  defendants  will,  by  allowing  the  actions  to  go  on,  be  placed  in  a  situa* 
tion  of  peculiar  hardship,  from  which  they  can  only  be  relieved  in  a  cir- 
cuitous and  expensive  manner.  The  mere  circumstance  of  the  defend- 
ants being  placed  in  a  situation  of  hardship,  is  no  ground  for  depriving 
the  plaintiffs  of  any  rights  which  ordinarily  belong  to  suitors,  unless  the 
court  can  see  that  they  have  been  guilty  of  improper  or  oppressive  con- 
duct, or  that  some  equivalent  can  be  given  to  the  plaintifls  for  the  measure 
of  relief  afforded  to  the  defendants.  Let  us  see,  in  the  first  place,  hov 
the  defendants  make  out  that  they  are  entitled  to  the  circuitous  relief  sug- 

*6721    S^^^^^*    ^^  i^  ^^'^  ^^^  ^^y  ^^  unable  to  plead  *in  abatement  the 

non-joinder  of  co-contractors,  owing  to  the  great  number  of  per. 

sons  whose  names  appeared  as  being  connected  with  the  proposed  nil* 

(a)  Wliich  enacts  **  that  no  plea  in  abatement  for  the  non-joinder  of  any  penoa  ■«  a  (» 
defendant  shaU  be  allowed  in  any  court  of  common  law,  uuleas  it  shall  be  stated  in  nick 
plea  that  such  person  is  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  unless  the  place  of 
residence  of  such  person  shall  be  stated,  with  convenient  certainty,  in  an  affidavit  veri^rinf 
such  plea." 

See  Taylor  v.  HarriM,  4  &  &  A.  93;  NewUm  v.  Verbdce,  1  Y.  &  J.  257;  LamU  v.  Smj/ik 
15  M.  &  W.  433;  3  D.  &L.  712;  Newton  v.  SUwart,  4  D.  &  L.  89 
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way ;  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c*  42,  s.  8,  requiring  an  affidavit  verifyihg 
the  statement  in  the  plea,  that  such  co-contractors  are  resident  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  also  giving  the  places  of  residence  of  such. 
QO-contractors.  But  that  very  circumstance  shows  that  the  plaintiffs  could 
not  safely  have  sued  any  given  number  of  the  directors  jointly.  It  is  per- 
fectly competent  to  the  plaintifls  to  proceed  against  any  one  of  the  parties 
separately,  unless  the  defendant,  so  sued,  can  give  them  the  benefit  of  a> 
better  writ  against  the  whole  of  the  joint-contractors.  And,  if  any  diffi*; 
calty  presents  itself,  it  is  one  that  is  occasioned  solely  by  the  fact  of  the. 
defendants'  having  entered  into  so  inconvenient  a  partnership.  The  legis-; 
htare  having  thought  that  pleas  in  abatement  of  thb  sort  were  attended 
with  consequences  that  sometimes  operated  injustice  to  plaintiffs,  and  hav- 
ing encumbered  it  with  some  formalities  and  safeguards  that  were  deemed 
necessary  to  counteract  those  unjust  consequences,  why  are  we  to  give  to. 
these  defendants  the  same  sort  of  relief  that  they  would  have  had  by  a 
plea  in  abatement  ?  I  can  discover  no  reason  whatever  for  it.  I  think  the 
defendants  have  failed  to  show  that  they  are  entitled  to  relief  by  any  circui* 
tous  mode.  Have  they,  then,  shown  any  thing  amounting  to  misconduct 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  call  for  the  equitable  interference  of  the 
court  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  their  acknowledged  legal  right  ?  The 
plaintifls  had  no  other  mode  of  enforcing  their  remedy.  There  has  been; 
no  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  court,  no  oppressive  conduct  on  the  part 
of 'I,e  plaintifls.  What  ground,  then,  is  there  to  induce  the  court  to  inter* 
fere  ?  I  do  not  feel  that  we  can  pronounce  any  rule  that  would  not  ope«; 
rate  injuriously  upon  the  plaintiffs,  or  give  rise  to  difficulties  in  the  way 
of  ^their  prosecuting  the  suit.  If  there  be  any  great  inconve-  r*573 
nience  or  hardship  in  the  present  state  of  the  law,  resort  must  be 
had  to  the  legislature  to  provide  new  remedies  to  meet  new  combinations 
of  circumstances.  However  desirous  we  may  be  to  help  the  defendants, 
I  think  we  have  no  alternative,  but  must  discharge  this  rule. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  appears  to  me  also  that  the  grounds  upon  which  this 
application  is  rested,  fail.  The  defendants  insist  that  they  are  entitled  to 
relief,  though  in  a  circuitous  and  inconvenient  manner  ;(a)  and,  further, 
that  the  bringing  of  several  actions  in  respect  of  the  same  demapd  is 
oppressive  and  vexatious.  In  the  cases  cited,  in  which  the  court  has  inter-, 
fered  summarily  to  give  the  same  measure  of  relief  that  the  parties  might 
have  obtained  indirectly,  it  clearly  appeared  that  there  were  difficulties  in 
the  way  of  the  defendants'  obtaining  their  legal  rights.  None,  however, 
are  shown  here.  And  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  plaintifls  have  acted 
vexatiously  or  oppressively  in  bringing  separate  actions,  inasmuch  as  the 
case  against  each  defendant  will,  in  all  probability,  be  very  dissimilar. 
It  would  operate  very  hardly  upon  the  plaintifls,  to  compel  them  either  to 
join  all  the  defendants  in  one  action,  or  to  elect  against  which  to  proceed* 
I  think  they  bad  reasonable  grounds  for  acting  as  they  have  done. 

'•         .       ..  (a)  Vide poit, 084, n.  i 

2m8 
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'  The  deftindimts  kave  no  right  to  oomplain  of  hardship ;  they  wOl 
tain  no  inconvemeBce,  unless  it  shall  turn  out  that  they  are  resisting  a 
legal  demand.(a) 

Maule,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  mucit  be  discharged. 
*6741  '^^^  plaintifli  are  assertiag  a  claim  in  ^respect  of  which  they  say 
eleven  persons  are  individually  liable  to  them.  They  might,  how* 
ever,  find  a  difficulty  in  proving  that  all  the  eleven,  and  that  the  eleven 
only,  are  liable ;  and  therefore,  as  they  could  not  safely  join  them  in  one 
action,  they  are  fully  warranted  in  suing  them  separately.  The  defend* 
ants  are  unable,  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  transaction  they  have  been 
engaged  in,  to  plead  in  abatement.  The  justice  of  the  case  is,  that  the 
plaintiffir  should  proceed  against  each  and  every  of  the  defendants,  and 
take  from  each  his  proportion  of  the  damages  they  may  recover.  Hie 
defendants  ask  the  court  to  interfere  summarily,  and  stay  the  pluntifi' 
proceedings  unconditionally.  The  result  of  the  abortive  attempts  to  come 
to  some  arrangement,  which  have  been  made  in  the  course  of  the  a^meat, 
only  shows  how  much  better  it  is  to  leave  the  matter  to  be  settled  by 
known  legal  means.  The  cases  that  have  been  supposed  to  favour  the 
application  are  very  remote  from  the  real  point,  which  is,  whether  it  is 
just  and  right  that  the  court  should  interpose  under  circumstances  sadi 
as  the  present.  The  plaintifis  had  a  legal  right  to  do  as  they  have  dmie, 
and  they  could  not  have  adopted  any  other  course  for  the  legal  and  proper 
enfimrement  of  their  demand.  We  could  not  grant  the  defendants  what 
they  ask,  without  depriving  the  plaintifis  of  a  right  given  to  them  by  lav. 

y.  WuLUAMs,  J.,  concurred. 

Wilds,  C.  J.  The  plaintifis  must  have  the  costs  of  this  motioa.  The 
defendants  are  not  to  be  blamed  for  making  it,  but  there  can  be  no  reasoa 
wby  they  should  not  pay  costs.  Rule  discharged  with  costs.(i) 

(a)  Peifaaps  the  eourt  woald  not  have  discharged  the  rule  dinply  on  the  grouiid  that,  if 
fthen  was  a  legal  defence^  the  defendants  would  luoceed  in  aU  the  actionsi  and  would  Ml 
^  ligaUy  damnified  {  as  that  answer  might  be  given  to  every  application  to  oonsolidaie. 

(6)  See  the  next  ease. 


•S75]  'NEWTON  e.  BLUNT.    AVv.  26. 

Two  separate  actions  having  been  brought  against  two  johU-contractorty  in  respect  of  the  sonft 
demand,  and  the  debt  and  costs  in  one  action  hating  been  paid,  a  jndge  at  ohambeis  oada 
an  aidev  slaying  the  prooeedinga  in  the  other  action,  wikoit  a«Ci>— The  oouit  ntaatd  » 
rescind  or  vary  the  order. 

This  was  ui  action  brought  by  an  allottee,  against  a  provision^  direc- 
Unv  of  A  pfqeded  oonpaay,  called  «The  JKrect-Btnningbam-Oii)rd« 
Readinp-and^Brighton^Railway  Company,"  to  recover  the  sua  4jt  78L 
15s.,  the  WBOunt  of  a  deposit  paid  by  the  platatifi*  on  thirty  aharen  in  the 
company,  with  bteiest  thereon, — ^the  project  having  been  abandoned. 

The  wsit  of  soamons  was  sued  out  on  the  4tk  of  July  laat*  and  a  dedsf 
ration  delivered  on  the  20th.    The  defendant  on  the  1st  of  August  plesdcd 
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ion  asflttmpBit ;  and  on  tbe  10th  the  issue  was  made  up  and  delifered, 
anji  notice  of  trial  given  for  the  sittings  in  the  present  term. 

On  the  4th  instant,  an  order  was  m»de  by  Cresswkll,  J.,  at  tbe  instance 
of  the  defendant,  staying  all  further  proceedings  in  the  causOi «« tbe  debt 
kaving  been  paid  by  a  joint*contractor." 

Tbe  affidavit  upon  which  this  order  was  made,  stated,  that  «« the  plain- 
tifT  bad  commenced  as  wdl  this  action  as  a  certain  other  action  against 
one  Spottiswoode,  for  the  same  identical  cause  of  action ;  that  the  defencU 
ant  did,  on  the  31  st  of  October  last,  pay  to  a  clerk  of  Mr.  Elderton,  who 
is  as  well  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  as  in  the  said  action 
against  Spottiswoode,  the  sum  of  901.  I3s.  9d.,  being  the  before-mentioned 
torn  of  iSl.  16^.,  with  tbe  interest  thereon,  and  the  costs  of  the  action 
against  Spottiswoode,  pursuant  to  an  order  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  said 
aetion,  dated  the  28th  of  October,  1846." 

Jfewtan,  in  person,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  ealU 
i&g  upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  *why  the  order  of  Cress-     r«676 
WELL,  J.,  should  not  be  rescinded  or  why  the  same  should  not  be     ^ 
varied  in  such  manner  as  the  court  might  direct 

Peacock  showed  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  alleging  that  this  action  wa^ 
brought  against  the  defendant,  as  one  of  tbe  provisional  directors  of  a  rail* 
way  company,  called  «<The  Direct-Birmingfaam-Oxford-Reading-and- 
Brighton-Ratlway  Company,"  for  the  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  from  the 
defendant  of  the  sum  78/.  16».,  being  the  deposit  upon  thirty  shares  in  the 
said  railway  company,  allotted  to  the  plaintiff,  together  with  interest  there* 
on ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  also  commenced  another  action  against  one 
Andrew  Spottiswoode,  as  a  provisional  director  of  the  said  railway  com- 
pany,  for  the  purpose  of  reoovienng  the  same  identical  sum  and  interest 
from  Spottiswoode,  and  for  the  payment  of  which  said  sum  and  interest 
Spottiswoode  and  the  defindami  in  Ms  action  xoert^  tfataU^  onlyjoinU§. 
Uobk.  The  order  was  perfectly  warranted  by  the  circumstances.  Th« 
defendant  was  liable,  if  at  all,  only  jointly  with  Spottiswoode,  against 
whom  another  action  has  been  brought,  and  who  baa  pud  the  debt  and 
the  costs  of  that  action.  If  a  party  has  chosen  to  bring  two  actions, 
where  by  law  he  was  only  entitled  to  bring  one,  he  cannot  complain  if 
be  obtains  costs  in  one  only.  Came  v.  L^hy  6  B.  &  C.  124,  9  D«  fc 
R<  126,  is  precisely  in  poht.  Iliere,  the  plaintiffi  having  brought  two 
acttoas  against  two  joint-contractors,  for  the  same  debt,  the  court  set 
uide  the  proceedings,  uriikout  eostt^  in  one  action,  the  debt  and  costs  in 
the  other  having  been  paid ;  observing— *««  This  being  a  joint  debt,  tha 
plaintiffs  were  at  liberty  to  sue  all  the  debtors  together,  or  any  one  wepef 
lately,  leaving  him  to  pl^ad  in  abatement ;  but  they  had  no  right  to  ant 
«tt  the  parties  ^separately  for  the  same  demand."  This  is  not  r«m^ 
like  the  case  of  an  application  to  stay  the  proceedings  in  one  of 
Kteral  actions,  where  the  debt  has  not  been  paid  :(a)  nor  is  it  like  the  case 

(a)  Aa  la  CNte  T.  SMI,  iM«^  p.  666. 
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of  two  concurrent  actions  against  the  drawer  and  the  acceptor  of  a  bill: 
of  exchange,  where  the  two  claims  are  in  respect  of  two  different  anddis-; 
tinct  contract8.(a)  But  this  is  the  case  of  a  plurality  of  actions  for  ^e 
recovery  of  a  joint  debt,  where  both  the  contractors  mig^t  have  been  sued 
in  one  action,  and  where  one  of  them  has  paid  the  debt  and  costs.  In 
Pechell  v.  Laytan^  2  T.  R.  512,  the  court  refused  (before  trial)  to  stay  the 
proceedings  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff's  officer  for  a  penalty  on  the 
statute  32  G.  2,  c.  28,  s.  12,  though  a  similar  action  had  been  commenced 
against  the  sheriff  for  the  same  offence :  but,  after  the  plaintiff  had  obtained 
verJictt  in  both  actions,  the  proceedings  in  both  were  stayed,  on  payment 
of  one  penalty,  and  the  costs  of  one  action :  PecheU  v.  Martin^  2  T. 
R.  712.  On  that  occasion,  Lord  Kenyon  said :  «« The  words  of  the  act 
are  to  be  taken  reddendo  singula  singulis.  So,  by  analogy,  in  the  game 
laws,  where  several  persons  offend  by  going  out  and  killing  a  hare,  it  has 
been  determined  that  only  one  penalty  can  be  recovered ;  though  the  plain- 
tiff has  his  election  to  sue  either."  [Mauls,  J.  That  was  not  a  case  in 
which  the  plaintiff  could  have  sued  the  sheriff  and  the  officer  jointly.} 
That  makes  it  a  still  stronger  authority  for  the  defendant  here.  [Wilde,  C.  J. 
I  think  I  have  known  instances  of  applications  successfully  made  to  stay 
the  proceedings  in  three  actions  upon  a  bail-bond, — against  the  principal 
and  the  two  sureties,^-on  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  in  one.]  That 
*678i  ^^^'^  ^^^  pursued,  in  the  case  of  a  *replevin-bond,  in  Bartidi  v. 
•'  £ar/^^,  4  M.  &  O.  269, 4  Scott,  N.  R.  779.(6)  The  defendant  in 
one  action  could  not  plead  the  pendency  of  the  other :  Henry  v.  Goldnei/i 
15  M.  &  W.  494,  4  D.  &  L.  6.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  K  the  plaintiff  had  gone 
on  to  judgment  in  the  one  action,  the  defendant  in  the  other  action  might, 
it  seems,  hare  pleaded  such  judgment  in  bar :  King  v.  Hoare,  13  M.  & 
W.  494 ;  Henry  v.  Goldney.  In  Miles  v.  7Ae  InhabiianU  of  Bristol,  3  B.  fc 
Ad.  945,  a  plaintiff  having  brought  an  action  in  the  court  of  King's  Bench 
against  the  hundred,  pursuant  to  the  7  &  8  G.  4,  c.  31,  (which  requires  sach 
actions  to  be  brought  within  three  months,)  aAerwards  commenced  another 
action  in  the  Elzchequer  for  the  same  cause ;  and  the  court  of  King's 
Beach,  on  motion,  compelled  him  to  make  his  election  in  which  suit  he 
would  proceed.  Lord  Tenterden  there  says :  <<  This  court  cannot  inte^ 
fere  absolutely  to  prevent  the  plaintiff's  proceeding  in  an  action  which 
was  properly  brought  here ;  nor  have  we  any  control  over  the  action  in 
the  Exchequer.  But  we  have  authority  to  say,  in  the  action  depending 
in  our  court,  that  he  shall  not  proceed  further  in  that,  unless  be  abandon 
the  one  in  the  Exchequer.  He  must,  therefore,  make  his  election." 
There  would  be  no  hardship  on  the  plaintiff,  for,  if  he  were  to  go  on,  and 
the  defendant  were  to  avail  himself  of  the  defence  that  is  now  open  to 
tim,  by  a  plea  puis  darrein  conHnutmcef  not  only  would  the  plaintiff  obtain 
no  costs,  but  he  would  have  to  pay  the  defendant  costs  from  the  time  of 


a)  Per  Abbott,  C.  J^  in  Canu  ▼.  Legh,  6  &  Ic  C.  124,  9  D.  &  R.  136. 
And  fee  TMf  v,  JSfart,.po0t,  M.  T.  1847. 
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piodiBg  such  plea:  L^Ukhn  ▼.  Crou,  4  B.  &  C.  117,  6  D.  &  R.  81. 
£  Wilde,  C.  J.  Hie  debt  having  been  paid,  the  plaintiff  can  never  be 
entitled  to  costs.  Maule,  J.  It  is  quite  evident  that  the  proceedings 
ought  to  be  stayed  apon  some  term^ :  the  only  question  is  as  to  the  costs 
nixeady  incurred.]  *Those  costs  have  been  improperly  incurred.  r*g7Q 
TLe  defendant  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  equitable  interference  of 
the  couit,  to  prevent  his  being  harassed  and  put  to  expense  that  can  have 
no  beneficial  result  even  to  the  plaintiff. ' 

MewUniy  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  order  in  question  is  quite  unpre- 
cedented, and  operates  gross  injustice,  llie  same  thing  was  attempted, 
bat  widiout  success,  in  Oiks  v.  TboM,  ante,  p.  665.  [Wilde,  C.  J. 
That  was  a  totally  difierent  case :  there,  the  defendants  could  not  with 
safety  have  been  sued  jointly,  inasmuch  as  the  liability  of  each  might  have 
been  difierent  in  degree.(a)]  There  have  been  numerous  applications,  in 
cases  of  this  description,  for  rules  in  the  nature  of  consolidation  rules ; 
but  the  courts  have  invariably  refused  to  entertain  them,  unless  the  defend* 
ants  would  all  consent  to  abide  the  result  of  an  action  against  one.  Even 
the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against  one  of  these  parties  would  be  no 
answer  to  the  action  against  the  other,  without  satisfaction.  [Wilde,  C.  J. 
The  case  of  King  v.  Haart  decides  that  it  would.]  That  is,  where  the 
demand  is  a  joint  one ;  not  where  it  is  joint  and  several,  as  here.  If  this 
had  been  the  case  of  a  joint  contract  only,  the  defendant  had  a  perfect 
remedy  by  plea  in  abatement.  That  this  is  a  case  of  joint  and  several 
liability,  is  quite  clear,  since  the  case  of  Walstab  v.  SpottUwoode^  15  M. 
fc  W.  501 ;  BtyneU  v.  Lewis,  and  WyU  v.  H<^pkini,  Ibid.  517,  which 
decide  that  no  partnership  is  created  amongst  the  provisional  committee* 
men  of  railway  projects.  It  has  been  suggested,  that,  in  the  event  of 
judgment  being  obtained  against  one  of  several  defendants  sued  under 
circumstances  like  the  present,  the  plaintiff  would,  on  a  plea/mu  darrein 
^coniimumce,  be  entitled  to  no  costs.  That,  however,  is  not  cor«  r«gg() 
rect ;  he  would,  at  all  events,  under  the  new  rules,(&)  be  entitled 
to  the  costs  of  the  other  issues.  In  Came  ▼.  Legh,  it  distinctly  appeared 
that  the  defendants,  partners  in  a  mining  association,  were  liable  jointly, 
and  not  sevemlly.  Pechell  v.  Layian  and  PeshaU  v.  Martin  are  also  dis* 
tiaguishable,  on  the  ground  that  only  one  penalty  was  recoverable,  and  in 
reality  to  be  ultimately  paid  by  the  oflker.  In  JiClet  v.  Hie  bihabUantt 
of  Bristol,  the  two  actions  were  brought  for  the  same  cause,  and  substan- 
tially against  the  same  party.  It  b  true,  it  is  sworn,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant,  that  this  was  a  case  of  joint  liability  ;(a)  but  that  b  a  mere 
averment  of  a  conclusion  of  law,  and  it  is  one  which  the  plaintiff  has  no 
upportonity  of  answering. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  cimit  has  power,  by  virtue  of  its>  oquir 
table  jurisdiction,  to  interfere  to  stay  the  plaintiff^s  proceedings ;  but  the 
application  for  that  puq;M>se  should  have  been  made  at  an. earlier  stages 

(«)  Vide  post,  6S4  (6)  (*)  Reg.  G«i.  H.  T- a  W.  4,  t «.      . 
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und  at  least  tlie  defendant  should  be  compelled  to  reliere  the  plaantbTiiRMi 
liie  expense  he  has  been  wantonly  pat  to. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  qoestion  in  this  case  lies  in  a  very  nairow  eoDipass : 
ift  is,  whether  the  opder  of  my  bixrtber  ^resswell  for  ^jring  the  plaintiff's 
proceedings  in  diis  action,  without  co6t8,-^-on  the  ground  that  the  debt  and 
costs  have  been  paid  by  another  defendant, — ^was  properly  made.  Tht 
application  to  the  judge  was  grounded  on  the  fact  of  the  debt  and  costs 
having  been  paid  by  a  joint-contractor.  Tbe  summons  distinctly  points 
to  that ;  and  no  doubt  die  order  was  made  on  that  ground.  If  tbe  plain- 
tiff had  intended  to  resist  the  applicatbn,  on  the  ground  that  the  cast  was 
one  of  Borate  liability,  that  ground  should  have  been  distinctly  tskea 
^681 1  ^^^  *^^^  judge.  No  auch  course,  however,  was  adopted.  From 
the  materials  before  the  oofiit,  we  must  intend  that  the  judge  treated 
the  ease  as  one  of  joint  liability,  and  that  his  order  proceeded  upon  that 
ground ;  eq>6cially  as  the  plaintiff  does  not  now  show  that  my  brother 
Cbesswell's  decision  had  any  other  foundation.  The  materials  upoa 
which  the  summons  was  beard,  and  those  now  before  ns,  all  tend  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  was  a  case  o{  joint  liability  only :  and,  that  being  so, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  there  is  aaj 
difference  ip  this  lespect  between  a  case  of  joint  and  a  case  of  aepanle 
liability. 

Taking  this,  then,  to  be  a  caae  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  brought  two 
actions,  one  against  each  defendant,  in  respect  of  a  demand  to  which  both 
were  jointly  liable,  and  one  has  satisfied  the  plaintiff's  demand,  t<^[etber 
with  the  costs  of  the  action  against  Inai^  the  question  is  whether  the  plaio^ 
tiff  has  a  right  to  proceed  in  the  action  against  the  other.  It  is  said  that 
the  plaintiff  had  an  undoubted  right  to  bring  two  action^.  In  one  sense 
he  certainly  had.  But  what  consequences  does  the  bringing  of  two  actioBS 
in  respect  of  the  same  demand  induce  ? '  Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  pw- 
^^eded  to  judgment  in  one  of  them,  the  ease  of  King  v.  MtHtre^  13  H.  k 
W.  494,  is  a  distinct  authority  to  show  that  the  judgment  might  have  been 
pleaded  in  bar  of  the  second  action.  What  would  hwe  been  the  plaia* 
tiff 'a  situation,  as  regards  costs,  if  the  defencfamt  in  the  aeoond  action  fasd 
jdeaded  puis  darroM  4xmiinuaMCt  the  judgment,  with  sati^uetion,  in  the 
first  action  ?  It  has  been  assumed  that  in  auch  a  caae  the  plamliff  wooU 
be  entitled,  at  all  events,  to  the  coats  of  the  other  issues.  That,  howeicr, 
is  not  so.  The  effect  of  a  plea  pleaded  puis  darrein  con<MHianop,  ii»  to 
*6821  i'^*'^^^  bU  ^^  <>^r  fhBM  from  the  recoid.  A  *phiatiff  kcovw* 
ing  no  damageSj  is  in  no  cit$e  entitled  to  costs.  The  denaad  is 
die  pesent  ca^e  having  been  satisfied,  with  costs,  by  oae  of  the  deCoad- 
mnts,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  damages,  and  conaeqoandy  oaaool  be 
«Htided  to  any  cost^  fsom  th^  alher  defendant.  Afi,  thesefore,  thst  mj 
blather  Csna8WBU.'a  order  has  done,  is,  that  whieh  the  eoaita  m  nuM* 
ions  cases  have  done,  ^ie.  by  a  shoit  and  convenient  tonne  io  allaifl  • 
sesuk  4hAt  would  have  htw  attained  without  it,  in  %  mpae  cwcnittWi  a- 
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peonfe,  and  inconvenieiit  manner.  It  can  be  na  advantage  to  a  plaintiff 
to  permit  him  to  proceed  in  an  action  under  such  circumstances :  seeing 
that  he  could  recover  neither  damages  nor  costs,  it  is  mercy  to  him,  as 
well  as  justice  to  the  defendant,  to  restrain  him ;  and  therefore,  in  inter- 
fering in  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  the  court  is  not  withholding  from 
the  plaiirtiflf  any  legal  right.  Is  the  court,  in  so  doing,  acting  under  the 
sanction  of  any  authority?  Undoubtedly  it  is.  In  the  case  cited,  of  two 
penal  actions — the  one  against  the  sheriff,  the  other  against  the  officer(a) — 
though  the  court  declined  to  stay  the  proceedings  before  verdict,  yet,  after 
verdict,  they  did  so,  on  payment  of  one  penalty,  and  the  costs  of  one 
tetion.  Many  cases  have  occurred  within  my  experience,  in  which  the 
proceedings  have  been  stayed  on  the  ground  that  their  prosecution  was 
vexatious,  and  must  in  the  result  prove  fruitless.  Here,  the  plaintiff  having 
hiou^t  two  separate  actions  against  two  persons  who  are  jointly  liable, 
one  of  &e  defendants  has  paid  the  whole  debt  and  the  costs  in  the  action 
against  him.  The  debt  having  been  satisfied,  if  the  plaintiff  were  allowed 
to  proeeed  with  bis  action  against  the  other  defendant,  he  clearly  could  not 
recover  any  damages,  and  consequently  could  not  be  ^entitled  to  r«^oQ 
any  costs.  Soppose  the  plaintiff  had  proceeded  to  judgment  in 
one  action,  the  other  defendant  might,  it  seems,  have  pleaded  such  judg- 
ment in  bar  of  the  action  agaiqst  himseU).  Or,  suppose  mpfey  had  beeft 
paid  ioto  court  in  the  one  action,  and  taken  out  in  satisfaction  of  the  enti^ 
demand  in  that  action,  might  not  the  defendant  in  the  other  action  have 
availed  himself  of  that  payment,  by  plea  ?(&)  It  being,  therefore,  quite 
clear  that  the  plaintiff  could  in  no  event  be  entitled  to  any  costs  in  the 
second  action,  my  brother  Cbesswkll  ti^^ugbt,  and,  in  my  ji)dgment,  pec^ 
perly,  that  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  harassed  by  proceedings  from 
which  the  plaintiff  could  derive  no  possible  advantage.  It  is  now  said 
that  there  may  have  been  a  several  as  well  as  a  joint  liability  here,  i^nd, 
consequently,  that  the  plaintiff  was  warranted  in  brii»ging  tw)o  fictions. 
It  is  enough,  however,  to  say,  that,  when  before  the  judge,  the  case  pie- 
aented  on  both  sides  was  solely  one  of  joint  liability.  It  tbeirefore  s^eqas 
to  me  &at  no  injustice  has  been  done  to  the  plaintiff  io  staying  proeeed- 
ings  that  could  only  be  produetive  of  useless  vexation  and  annoyance ; 
and  that  tins  rule  must  be  dischar^d,  with  costs. 

MavlSi  J.  I  aon  rf  the  sapae  dpinion.  The  question  is,  whetbt^r  4ie 
learned  judge  was,  under  the  circumstances,  wacranted  in  ordeiiog  Ae 
proiceedings  in  this  action  to  be  stayed  without  Qostpk  For  the  FeaaMs 
given  l^  the  lord  eUef  justice, — ^whieh  are  perfectly  ^ajtisfhcjtpry  tQ  my 
mind, — ^I  think  we  must  assume  this  to  be  a  case  of  jui^il,  and  nol  of 
wenl  habilify ;  tiiovgh,  in  my  apprehension,  that  would'  miKke  but  litde' 
'iQbrence  19  prMiciple,  for^  even  in  a  case  of  sevecal  liftJbitityy  vlwse  rti^mA 
two  or  more  actions  have  been  brousht  to  i>te#«er  '^a  aaaae  de>    ^ 


brought 

a)  PmM  t.  Xoyton,  2  T.  ft.  SIS,  md  FtakaU  ▼!  MfuUm,  lb.  712. 
VUfl  Bmmmf  r,  ftw tifflit  ma^  Yul  11,  p.  4m. 
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mandy  and  the  debt  and  costs  in  one  have  been  paid  and  recetTed,  I  do 
not  say  that  a  judge  would  not  be  justified  in  staying  the  proceedings  in 
the  other  actions  upon  payment  of  less  than  full  costs ;  and,  if  he  might, 
where  is  the  limit?  It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  discuss  the  question. 
It  is  perfectly  clear,  that,  if  this  plaintiff— still  assuming  the  case  to  be 
that  of  two  joinZ-contractors — had  gone  on  to  judgment  in  both  actions, 
he  would  only  have  been  permitted  to  receive  costs  in  one  of  them.  The 
moment  he  received  the  debt  and  costs  in  one  action,  his  demand  woold 
be  extinguished ;  and,  that  being  so,  he  clearly  could  not  recover  dama* 
ges  in  another  action  in  respect  of  the  same  demand.  That,  I  apprehend, 
is  quite  clear.  The  statute  of  Gloucester  (a)  gives  costs  only  where  the 
party  is  entitled  to  recover  damages.  That  which  has  taken  place  in  this 
case  would  undoubtedly,  if  it  had  been  pleaded  puu  darrein  continuaneej 
have  disentitled  the  plaintiff  to  costs ;  and,  if  so,  it  oug^t  to  have  the  same 
effect  now.  The  damages  having  been  satisfied  and  extinguished,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  whether  the  liability  of  the  defendants  was  joint  or  several, 
the  plaintiff  could  in  no  event  be  entitled  to  more  costs  than  he  has  already 
received  ;  and  that  the  judge  did  no  more  than  he  was  bound  to  do. 
V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged,  with  C08t8.(ft) 

(a\  6  Edw.  1,  0.  1,  f.  2.    And  see  2  Inst  288. 

(65  It  doea  not  appear  to  have  been  luggested  to  the  learned  judge  at  tfie  hearing  of  the 
summons,  or  to  have  been  urged  in  the  argument  of  the  rule,  tliat  although  Blunt  and  Spot 
tiswoode  were  jointly  liable,  the  acts  to  be  given  in  eyidence  to  fix  tfaem  as  directon  might 
he  difbrentj'  as  was  pointed  out  in  OUa  t.  TooUk,  ant^  p.  673. 
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Mv.  11. 

Hie  grantee  of  part  of  the  grantor*s  reyeraionary  interest  in  the  whole  of  the  piopeitf  in 
which  a  partiaUar  cif ato— €ls  a  term  of  years— has  been  created,  is  an  anfiignfie  of  the  re* 
version  within  the  32  H.  8,  c.  34 ;  but  the  grantee  of  the  whole  reversionary  interest  id 
part  of  the  property  is  not  such  an  assignee. 

A.,  in  February,  1840,  demised  to  Bw  finr  twenty-one  years  as  fiom  Christmas  then  )8St-,& 
in  January,  1841,  demised  to  D.  for  three  years,  and,  in  April,  1842,  demised  ¥>  E.tx 
the  whole  of  &*s  term,  less  one  day  >— 

Hdd,  that  £.  was  an  assignee  of  the  reyenion  of  the  premiws  demised,  within  die  statoie. 

A  declaration  in  trespass  aUeged  that  the  defendant  wlhforet  amd  mrwm  broke  and  muttd 
the  plaintiffs  dwelling-house. 

Plea— that  A.,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  dwelling-house,  demised  it  to  &  Ibr  twentyooe  ytut ; 
that  B.  demised  to  the  defendant  for  all  the  residne  of  his  term,  wanting  one  day,  vA 
that  the  plaintiff,  claiming  title  under  colour  of  a  charter  of  demise,  fnttmded  to  have  beeo 
thazeof  made  10  him  by  A.,  ibr  life,  before  the  making  of  the  demise  by  A.  to  R,— whereas 
nothing  eyer  passed  by  virtue  of  that  charter— during  the  oontimiation  of  te  seveni 
terms,  entered  into  the  dwelling-house,  and  was  thereof  possessed ;  whezeiipon  the  de* 
fondant  entered,  &o. 

BapMcatkm  that,  before  the  making  of  the  demise  from  &  to  the  defendant,  and  wfaibt^ 
was  possessed  of  the  term,  E  demised  the  premises  to  D.  for  three  yeaia|  and  ibatD. 
assigned  his  term  to  die  plaintiii^  who  thereupon  became  possessedi  and  romained  10 
''  untit  the  committing  ef  the  trespasses. 

Rqoindei^-that  the  demise  to  D.  was  subiiect  to  a  oonditkm;  that  the  oonditiaii  was  bnksn, 
and  that  the  def<^ndant  entered  for  the  breach  >- 

flrfil— flnt,  that  the  def^pndan^  being  aii. assignee  of  the  rerenkm  widiin  t^  32  H.  8,  c.  94 
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ooold  avail  himself  of  the  breach  of  condition— seeondly,  that  the  allegation  of  a  mer* 
fnUndtd  charter  of  demise  did  not  show  title  in  the  plaintiff— thirdly,  that  the  allegition 
that  the  trespass  had  been  committed  with  force  and  amis,  did  not  import  nfbrcibU  entry-* 
fimithly,  that  the  replication  was  not  bad  for  departure. 

Trespass.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants,  on  the  6th  of 
February,  1844,  and  on  divers  other  days,  &c.,  with  force  and  arms,  broke 
and  entered  a  certain  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiflf,  situate  in  the  parish 
of  St.  Mary,  Lambeth,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  then  made  a  great 
noise  and  disturbance  therein,  and  stayed  and  continued  therein  making 
such  noise  and  disturbance  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  &c. ;  and  then 
forced  and  broke  open  the  door  of  the  plaintiff  of  *and  belonging  regog 
to  the  said  dwelling-house,  and  damaged  and  spoiled  the  lock  be- 
longing to  the  said  door,  wherewith  the  same  was  then  fastened,  of  gjeat 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  6/. ;  and  also,  during  the  time  aforesaid,  to 
miy  on  the  said  6th  of  February,  1844,  with  force  and  arms,  seised  and  took 
divers  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  &c.  &c.,  of  the  value,  &c., 
and  divers  other  articles  of  the  plaintiff  then  being  in  the  said  dwelling- 
house,  being  of  great  value  to  wit,  &c.,  and  carried  away  and  retained 
the  same :  that  by  means  of  the  several  premises  the  plaintiff  and  his 
family,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  not  only  were  greatly  disturbed  and 
annoyed  in  the  peaceable  possession  of  the  said  dwelling-house  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  also  the  plaintiff  was  during  all  that  time  hindered  from  car- 
rying on  his  lawful  business  therein,  and  during  all  that  time  lost  and  was 
deprived  of  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  and  of  the  said 
goods  and  chattels ;  and  by  means  thereof  the  plaintiff,  for  and  during 
the  time  aforesaid,  lost  and  was  deprived  of  the  profits,  benefits,  and  ad- 
vantages which  might,  and  otherwise  would,  have  arisen  and  accrued  to 
him  from  the  possession,  use,  occupation,  and  enjoyment  of  his  said 
messuage ;  and  other  wrongs,  &c. 

The  defendants  Burroughes  and  Berkeley  pleaded  jointly,  and  the  de- 
fendant Leader  severally — first,  not  guilty — secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not,  at  either  of  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  possessed  of  the  dwelling-house 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  was  therein  alleged ; 
concluding  to  the  country — thirdly,  that  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were 
not,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  nor  were  nor  was  any  of  them,  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Upon  each  of  these  pleas  issue  was  joined. 

*Burroughes  and  Berkeley  further  pleaded — fourthly,  as  to  all  rago^ 
the  trespasses  except  retaining  the  goods,  that  before  any  of  the  ^ 
times  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  of  February,  1840,  one  William  Morton, 
being  seised  in  fee  of  the  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  by  indenture  then 
made  between  the  said  W.  Morton  of  the  one  part,  and  one  Charles  Leader 
of  the  other  part,  (profert,)  the  said  W.  Morton  demised  unto  C.  Leader 
the  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  C. 
Leader,  his  executors,  &c.,  firom  thence  for  and  during  and  until  the  ex- 

2N 
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piration  of  a  certain  tentt  not  yet  expii^d,  to  wit,  until  tbe  fuH  end  and 
term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  25th  of  December  then  last ;  as  bj  tfae 
said  indenture  would  appear ;  by  virtue  whereof  Leader  then  entered  into 
and  became  and  was  possessed  of  the  demised  premises  for  the  said  terns ; 
and  that,  being  %6  possessed,  Leader  afterwards,  and  before  any  of  die 
said  times  when,  &c.y  to  wit,  On  tbe  2dd  of  April,  1842,  did  by  indeatari 
then  made  between  Leader  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  BBfroogfaei 
of  the  other  part  (profert,)  demise  the  premises  to  the  defendant  Bur* 
roughs,  to  hold  the  same  unto,  &c.,  for  and  during  all  the  residue  of  tbe 
said  term  so  to  him.  Leader,  granted  as  aforesaid,  wanting  one  day,  as  by 
the  last-meationed  indenture  would  appear;  that,  tbe  defendaot  B«- 
roughes  being  so  possessed,  the  plaintiff,  claiming  title  to  the  said  dwell- 
ing-house in  which,  Ac.,  under  colour  of  a  certain  charter  of  demise  p^^ 
iena6d{a)  to  be  thereof  made  to  him  by  Morton,  for  the  term  of  his  natural 
life,  before  the  making  of  the  demise  by  Morton  to  Leader  as  aforesak), 
whereas  nothing  of  or  in  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  erer 
*6881  P^^^^  "^y  virtue  of  that  charter,  afterwards,  and  before  any  of  *tlie 
said  times  when,  &c.,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  aforesaid 
fiieveral  times,  to  wit,  on  the  first  of  the  said  days  in  the  declaration  meo* 
tioned,  entered  into  the  said  dwelling-house,  and  was  thereof  possessed: 
that  thereupon  Burroughes,  in  his  own  right,  and  Berkeley  as  his  serraot, 
and  by  his  command,  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  entered  into  and 
upon  the  said  dwelling-house  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  in  which, 
&c.,  in  and  upon  the  plaintiff's  possession  thereof,  as  being  the  dwelliog* 
house  of  the  defendant  Burroughes :  that,  because  the  said  goods  aad 
chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  before  the  said  time  whefi,  &€.,  had 
been  wrongfully  and  injuriously  put  and  placed,  and  were  then  wroag* 
fully  in  the  said  dwelling-house,  encumbering  tbe  same,  and  doing  damagi 
there  to  the  defendant  Burroughes,  he,  Burroughes,  and  Berkeley  as  hii 
servant,  and  by  his  command,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  seized  and  took 
the  said  goods  and  chattels,  so  being  in  the  said  dwelling-bouse,  and  m 
encumbering  the  same  as  aforesaid,  and  removed  and  carried  away  tk 
same  to  a  small  and  convenient  distance,  to  wit,  in  the  parish  aforesaid, 
and  there  left  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessaij 
damage  to  the  same  on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  as  they  lawftiUy  might  fer 
the  cause  aforesaid ;  and  that  such  were  the  same  supposed  trespasses  ia 
the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  mentioned,  and  whereof  the  plaintiff  liad 
'  above  complained— ^verification. 
*  To  this  fourth  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that,  before  the  said  tiBCi 
when,  &c.,  and  before  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  between  Leader 
and  Burroughes  as  in  tbe  said  fourth  plea  mentioned,  and  while  Leader 
was  possessed  of  tbe  said  teim  as  in  that  {dea  mentiofied,  to  wit,  on  the 
19th  of  January^  1841,  Leader,  being  possessed  as  aforesaid,  deiaisad  the 

(a)  iiiKEft,  whether  1Mb  ^art^r  doM  txA  vidAtd  the  bon-aasertion  of  an  ^etmlctiiaaiva- 
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wnd  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  with  the  appurtenances,  to    ■-•goa 
oile  H.  FiDDis,  from  'thenceforth  for  a  certain  term,  to  wit,  for 
the  term  of  three  years,  then  next  following,  and  fully  to  be  complete  and 
ended  ;  by  virtue  whereof  Finnis  entered  into  and  upon  the  said  dwelling- 
house  in  which,  &c,,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  was  thereof  possessed 
for  the  last-mentioned  term ;  that  Finnis^ — being  so  possessed  as  afore- 
said, and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  last- mentioned  term,  and  be- 
fore the  said  times  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  August,  1843,  by  a 
certain  assignment  in  writing,  signed  by  Finnis, — bargained,  sold,  as- 
signed, transferred  and  set  over  unto  the  plaintiiT  the  last-mentioned  term, 
and  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  Finnis  therein  then  to  come  and 
unexpired  ;  that  by  virtue  of  that  assignment,  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  entered  into  the  said  dwelling- 
bouse,  and  became  and  was  possessed  thereof,  and  continued  so  thereof 
possessed  from  thence  until  the  defendants  Burroughes  and  Berkeley  after- 
wards, and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  assignment,  to  wit,  at  the 
said  time  when,  &c.,  of  their  own  wrong,  broke  and  entered  the  said 
dwelling-house,  and  committed  the  said  several  trespasses  in  the  intro- 
ductory part  of  the  said  fourth  plea  mentioned,  and  to  which  the  said 
feufth  pfea  was  pleaded,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  above 
thereof  complained-^verification. 

Rejoinder — that  the  demise  in  the  said  replication  mentioned  was  made 
Dy  Leader,  and  accepted  by  Finnis,  upon  certain  terms  and  agreements, 
and  subject  to  certain  conditions,  that  is  to  say,  upon  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions (amongst  others)  that  Finnis,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  should  and  would, — and  Finnis  did,  upon  the  making  and 
acceptance  of  the  said  demise,  for  himself^  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  promise  and  agree  with  and  to  Leader,  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns,  that  he^  Finnis,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  should  and  would,*-^during  the  said  term,  keep  the  said     r^goo 
premises  in  tenantable  repair,  and  paint,  in  a  proper  and  work- 
manlike manner,  the  wood  and  iron  work  of  the  said  premises,  where 
necessary  to  be  done  for  the  preservation  thereof,  and  that,  if  he,  Finnis, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  not  properly  keep  and 
perform  the  said  agreement,  it  should  be  lawful  for  Leader,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  to  re-enter  into  the  demised  premises,  and  to 
i^*p08sess  and  enjoy  the  same  as  in  his  or  their  first  and  former  estate ; 
that  Leader  did  not,  nor  would,  nor  did  nor  would  the  plaintiff,  nor  did 
^r  would  any  other  person,  keep  the  said  premises  in  tenantable  repair 
daring  the  said  term,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof.  Leader,  after  the  making 
^the  indenture  in  the  said  defendant's  said  fourth  plea  lastly  mentioned, 
and  before  the  making  of  the  said  assignment  in  the  replication  mentioned, 
aiMl  the  plaintiff  after  the  making  of  the  said  assignment,  wrongfully  suf- 
fered and  permitted  the  same  premises  to  be,  and  the  same  were  at  the 
tune  of  the  making  of  the  said  indenture^  and  from  thence  continually 
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liDtil  and  at  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  rainous,  prostrate,  and  in  great 
decay,  and  in  bad  and  untenantable  condition  for  want  of  needfiil  and 
necessary  reparations,  contrary  to  the  form  and  effect,  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  agreement — wherefore  the  defendants  entered,  as  in 
the  said  plea  is  alleged,  for  breach  of  the  said  condition,  and  in  order  that 
Burroughes  might  re-possess  and  enjoy  the  same  premise&^verification. 

To  this  rejoinder  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes 
— that  the  rejoinder  neither  traversed  nor  confessed  and  avoided  the  repH* 
cation  to  which  it  was  pleaded — that  it  afforded  no  answer  to  the  replica- 
tion, in  this,  that  it  set  forth  an  agreement  by  and  between  Leader,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  Finnis,  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns,  and  the  defendants  Burroughes  and  Berkeley  then 
^911  endeavoured  to  take  advantage,  in  the  rejoinder,  of  the  said  *agree» 
ment ;  whereas  it  appeared,  by  the  plea  of  the  defendants  Bu^ 
roughes  and  Bericeley  by  them  fourthly  above  pleaded,  that  Burroughes 
was  not  an  assignee  of  Leader,  but  an  under-lessee — ^that  the  agreement 
set  forth  in  the  rejoinder  gave  only  to  Leader,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  an  authority  to  re-enter — that,  whereas  the  defendants  Bur- 
roughes and  Berkeley,  in  their  fourth  plea,  alleged  that  they  entered  in 
right  of  the  defendant  Burroughes,  and  in  the  rejoinder  alleged  that  thej 
entered,  in  order  that  the  defendant  Burroughes  might  re-possess  and  re- 
enjoy  the  premises  in  the  rejoinder  mentioned,  that  the  said  two  defend- 
ants did  not  show  by  the  said  rejoinder  any  authority  whatever  in  them, 
or  in  either  of  them,  to  enter  on  the  premises  in  the  rejoinder  mentioned, 
for  breach  of  the  said  condition  or  otherwise — ^that  no  authority  was  shown, 
m  the  said  rejoinder,  for  any  one  to  re-enter  except  by  the  enforcement 
of  their  legal  remedy,  if  any,  by  ejectment  (a) — that  it  was  not  shown,  in 
or  by  the  rejoinder,  that  the  premises  were  out  of  repair,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  therein  alleged  that  Leader  and  the  plaintiff  suffered  the  premises  to 
be  out  of  repair,  but  not  that  Finnis  suffered  them  to  be  out  of  repair,  and, 
for  any  thing  that  appeared  in  the  rejoinder,  Finnis  may  have  put  and  kept 
the  premises  in  repair  and  tenantable  condition — and  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  take  any  material  issue  on  the  said  rejoinder,  or  on  any  part 
thereof.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Pearson^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  main  question  here  is, 
whether  the  defendant  Burroughes  was  an  assignee  within  the  meaning 
of  the  32  H.  8,  c.  34;  the  first  section  of  which  enacts,  «that,  as  well 
all  and  every  person  and  persons,  and  bodies  politic,  their  heirs,  success- 
*6921  ^'^'  ^"^  assigns,  which  have  or  shall  have  *any  gift  or  grant  of 
our  sovereign  lord,  by  his  letters-patent,  of  any  lordships,  manors, 
lands,  tenements,  rents,  parsonages,  tithes,  portions,  or  any  other  heredi- 
taments, or  of  any  reversion  or  reversions  of  the  same,  which  did  bekwig 
or  appertain  to  any  of  the  said  monasteries  and  other  religious  or  eccle- 

(a)  He  who  caanot  enter,  cannot,  bj  his  demiie,  empower  John  Doe  to  enter.    See  1 1^* 
k  R.  220,  n. 
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Aastical  houses,  dissolved,  suppressed,  relinquished,  forfeited,  or  by  any 
otlier  means  come  to  the  king's  hands  since  the  4th  of  February,  27  H.  8, 
or  which  at  any  time  heretofore  did  belong  or  appertain  to  any  other  per* 
son  or  persons;  and  after  came  to  the  hands  of  our  said  sovereign  lord,  as 
also  all  other  persons  being  grantees  or  assignees  to  or  by  our  said  sovereign 
lord  the  king,  or  to  or  by  any  other  person  or  persons  than  the  king^s  high- 
ness, and  the  heirs,  executors,  successors,  and  assigns  of  every  of  them, 
shall  and  may  have  and  enjoy  like  advantages  against  the  lessees,  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  by  entry  for  non-payment  of  the 
rent,  or  for  doing  of  waste,  or  other  forfeiture  ;  and  also  shall  and  may 
have  and  enjoy  all  and  every  such  like  and  the  same  advantage,  benefit, 
and  remedies  by  action  only,  for  not  performing  of  other  conditions,  cove- 
nants, and  agreements  contained. and  expressed  in  the  indentures  of  their 
said  leases,  demises,  or  grants,  against  all  and  every  the  said  lessees  and 
farmers  and  grantees,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  as  the 
said  lessors  or  grantors  themselves,  or  their  heirs  or  successors,  ought, 
should,  or  might  have  had  and  enjoyed  at  any  time  or  times,  in  like  man- 
ner and  form  as  if  the  reversion  of  such  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, had  not  come  to  the  hands  of  our  said  sovereign  lord,  or  as  our 
said  sovereign  lord,  his  heirs  and  successors,  should  or  might  have  had 
and  enjoyed  in  certain  cases,  by  virtue  of  the  act  made  at  the  first  session 
of  this  present  parliament,  if  no  such  grant  by  letters-patent  had  been 
made  by  his  highness."    Whitlon  v.  *Peacock^  2  N.  C.  411, 2Scott,     r^ego 
630,  (a)  is  a  distinct  authority  to  show  that  Burroughes  was  not 
such  an  assignee  of  the  reversion  as  that  statute  contemplated.    The 
marginal  note  in  that  case  is  as  follows : — In  1762,  a  lessor  having  only 
an  equitable  estate  in  a  certain  field,  demised  a  portion  of  the  field  to  a 
lessee  for  ninety-nine  years.    In  1773,  the  lessor,  having  acquired  the 
legal  estate  in  the  field,  demised  the  residue  of  the  field  to  the  lessee,  for 
the  same  term,  by  an  indenture  which  recited  the  former  lease,  and  sti- 
pulated for  its  continuance  in  force,  but  provided  that  no  more  rent  should 
be  paid  for  the  entire  field  than  was  paid  for  the  first  portion,  and  that  the 
rent  to  be  paid  for  the  entire  field  was  meant  to  be  the  same  as  that  reserved 
for  the  first  portion.     Held,  that  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  could  not 
^e  the  assignee  of  the  lessee,  upon  the  covenants  contained  in  the  lease 
of  1762.(6)    Here,  as  in  that  case,  there  is  no  privity  of  contract  that  can 
be  assigned  over  in  this  way.     It  was  upon  this  principle  that  it  was  held, 
in  Holford  v.  Haich^  1  Dougl.  183,  that  a  landlord  cannot  maintain  an 
action  of  covenant  for  rent,  against  an  under-tenant.     Lord  Mansfield 
there  said :  «  For  some  time,  we  had  great  doubts ;  we  have  bestowed  a 
great  deal  of  consideration  on  the  subject,  and  looked  fully  into  the  books ; 
and  it  is  clearly  settled,  (and  is  agreeable  to  the  text  of  Littleton,)  that  the 
action  cannot  be  maintained,  unless  against  an  assignee  of  the  whok  term.^^ 
So,  in  Brewer  v.  HiU^  2  Anstr.  413,  lessee  of  tithes  agreed  with  the  owner 

(a)  But  lee  5  N.  &  M.  675,  n.  (6)  But  see  11  M.  &  W.  343. 
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of  lancBs,  for  certaia  coUatefal  consideratioiiSy  not  to  take  tithes  m  kind 
tt^ai  the  tenants  of  the  land  for  twelve  yeara,  but  to  accept  a  reasonable 
sonposition,  not  exceeding  3a.  6d.  per  acre^  and  thereto  bound  himself 
and  Ms  eusigns;  and  it  i^as  held  that  an  under-lessee  was  not  an  assignee 
^6941  ^^^^°  ^^^  meanbg  of  the  ^covenant*  To  the  like  effect  is  Chth 
worth  V.  Phillips. ia) — «  Fuit  resolve,  que  si  un  lease  soit  fait  sur 
condition  destre  void  si  10/.  ne  smt  pay  al  un  certaine  jour,  le  grantee  del 
levercSn  n'entrera  pur  tiel  condition,  quia  est  collateral.  Resolve  auzi, 
^ile  si  un  lessee  pur  20  ans  fait  lease  pur  10  ans  sur  ascu  condic5n,  et 
puis  le  lessee  pur  20  ans  surrender  al  cestuy  en  revercOn,  que  cestuy  en 
reversion  ne  prendra  benefit  del  condition,  quia  i\  est  eins  d'un  auter  estate 
paramount."  In  Co.  Litt.  215  a,  it  is  laid  dov^n,  <<  that  a  grantee  of 
part  of  the  reversion  shall  not  take  advantage  of  the  condition ;  as,  if  lease 
be  of  three  acres,  reserving  rent  upon  condition,  and  the  reversion  is 
granted  of  two  acres,  the  rent  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  act  of  the  parties, 
but  the  condition  is  destroyed,  for  that  it  is  entire,  and  against  common 
right."  [Maule,  J.,  referred  to  Ishertoood  v.  OUknoWf  3  M.  &  S.  382. 
There,  a  devise  was,  to  the  use  of  H.  J.  for  life,  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  &c. ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  {daintiff*  for  life,  with  power  to 
make  leases  for  two  or  three  lives^  &c.,  or  for  the  term  of  twzntf-oM 
pemrSf  so  as  there  were  reserved  the  best  rent,  without  taking  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  or  other  thing  for,  or  in  lieu  (^,  a  fine.  H.  J.,  by  inden- 
ture of  the  16th  of  October,  leased  /or  fourteen  years^  to  be  computed, 
as  to  the  meadow  land,  from  the  13th  of  February  then  last,  the  pasture 
land  from  the  25th  of  March  last,  and  the  messuage  from  the  25th  of  May 
last,  under  a  yearly  rent,  payable  to  the  lessor  and  such  other  person  ai 
■hould  be  entitled  to  the  freehold  and  inheritance,  half-yearly,  on  the  lltb 
of  November  and  25th  of  March,  the  first  payment  to  be  made  on  the  lltk 
of  November  next  enemng;  and  the  lessee  covenanted  with  the  lessor,  hii 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  payment  to  the  lessor  and  such  other  person,  &c., 

*6951  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^y^  *^^  times,  &c. :  and  it  was  held  that  the 
^  plaintiff",  after  the  death  of  H.  J.,  was  an  assignee  within  the 
statute-  32  H.  8,  c.  34,  and  might  maintain  covenant  against  the  lessor  for 
rent  arrear  after  the  death  of  H.  J.,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the 
term.]  In  that  case,  the  remainder-man  had  the  same  quantity  of  estate 
that  the  tenant  for  life  had.  [Maule,  J«  The  case  has  always  been  con* 
sidered  as  having  much  extended  the  rights  of  assigns  of  reversions.(i)] 
The  defendants  plead  in  the  usual  form,  giving  colour  by  a  charter  of 
demise  for  life,  without  any  allegation  of  livery  of  seisin :  LenfieWs  Can^ 

ia)  Sir  F.  Moore,  676. 
6)  In  that  case,  it  was  held  ihM  an  actk>n  of  covenant  lay  for  the  assignee  of  the  Umd; 
whereas  the  statute  gives  it  only  to  the  assignee  of  the  eovenanUe,  The  court,  assuming  it  to 
be  sufficient  if  the  pluintiir  could  be  slioivn  to  be  assignee  of  the  tand,  held,  that  the  Mm 
being  created  under  a  jnhmt,  took  effect  as  a  partiatUr  estate  created,  not  bj  the  donee^  bar 
by  the  donor  of  the  power,  and  that  the  case  therefore  stood  as  if  the  donor,  having  granted 
a  lease,  had  aAerwards  devised  to  Isherwood,  fbr  life;  under  which  devise  Isherwnod  waoU 
have  taken,  not  a  Ufe^state  in  nmaindtrf  but  a  life-estate  carved  o«t  of  the 
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10  Co.  Rep.  88.  Iq  Doctrina  Placitandi^  73,  it  is  said, « that,  in  an  aaabe^ 
It  is  DO  plea  to  saj  that  J.  enfeoffed  bioQi  and  that  the  plaintitf,  claiming 
by  colour  of  a  feoffment,  whereby  nothing  passed,  ftc,  entered  j  fer,  the 
taw  intends  that  that  is  not  a  feofiinent  without  livery."  Consequentlyi 
die  charter  of  demise  alleged  by  the  defendants,  shows  a  good  title  in  tkl 
plaintiff;  for,  since  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c»  106,  as.  2,  3,  estates  may  be  con* 
Teyed  without  livery  of  seisin.  [Maule,  J.  The  plea  does  not  state  that 
a  charter  of  demise  was  executed,  but  that  the  plaintiff  entered,  ((claim* 
ing  title  to  the  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  under  colour  of  a  certain 
charter  of  demise  pretended  to  have  been  thereof  made  by  Morton»" 
There  is,  therefore,  no  allegation  that  any  thing  passed  by  that  instra* 
meot.(a) 

*The  declaration  charges  an  entry  vi  ei  armu.  Jfewtan  v«  Hut*  r«goA 
W,  1  M.  &  G.  644, 1  Scott,  N.  R.  474,  and  the  authorities  cited  ^ 
ia  that  case,  show  that  a  landlord  is  not  justified  in  a  forcible  expulsion 
of  a  tenant  who  holds  over  after  the  expiration  of  his  tenn.  [Goltman,  J. 
The  averment  that  the  alleged  trespass  was  committed  vi  etarmis^  it  seems^ 
is  mere  form,  importing  nothing  more  than  that  the  act  was  done  with  a 
sufficient  degree  of  force  to  enable  the  defendants  to  obtain  possession : 
Harvey  v.  Brydges,  14  M.  &  W.  437,  3  D.  &  L.  55.  [Wilde,  G.  J. 
The  landlord  may  enter,  provided  he  does  it  peaceab^ ;  Taunhn  v.  Costaty 
7  T.  R.  431.]    That  is  expressly  negatived  here. 

The  fourth  plea  sets  up  a  title  under  a  lease  alleged  to  have  been  granted 
by  Morton  to  Leader,  and  in  the  rejoinder,  the  defendants  Bnrroughes  smd 
Berkeley  seek  to  excuse  the  trespass  by  reason  of  a  condition  broken. 
The  rejoinder,  therefore,  is  bad  on  the  ground  of  departure.  The  test  of 
an  objection  of  this  sort  is  thus  given  by  Tindal,  G.  J.,  in  Smiik  v.  JVicoUSf 
5  N.  C.  208,  7  Scott,  147 :  <<  That  which  is  a  departure  in  pleading,  is  a 
^ance  in  evidence;  and,  if  the  evidence  in  support  of  the* replication 
would  sustain  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  there  is  no  departure." 

DotoUngf  Serjt,  canirit.  Burroughes  is  an  assignee  of  the  reversion 
^Wm  the  32  H.  8,  c.  34.  In  Go.  Litt.  215  a,  it  is  said,  »that,  where 
Qie  statute  speaks  of  grantees  and  assigns  of  the  reversion,  an  assignee 
of  part  of  the  state  of  the  reversion  may  take  advantage  of  the  condition : 
^9  if  lessee  for  life,  &c.,  and  the  reversion  is  granted  for  life,  &c. :  so,  if 
lessee  for  years,  &c.,  be,  and  the  reversion  is  granted  for  years,  the  gran- 
tee for  years  shall  take  benefit  of  the  condition  in  respect  of  *this  fag^f 
word  [executors]  in  the  act."  'In  Palmer  v.  Thorpe^  Gro.  Eliz. 
152,  A.  lets  the  manor  of  D.  to  £.  for  thirty  years,  and  the  next  day 
lets  it  to  another  for  forty  years,  to  commence  at  Michaelmas  next  aftet 
the  date :  the  tenant  doth  attorn ;  the  question  was,  if  it  be  a  good  grant 
of  the  reversion,  being  to  commence  at  a  day  to  come.  Gawdt  :  (<  A 
Reversion  for  years  cannot  commence  at  a  day  to  come ;  for,  then  the 
gUmtor  shaU  have  a  lesser  estate  in  himself."    Wrav  :  ^  The  reversion 

(a)Vide8apri^6SS. 
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being  for  yean,  is  a  chattel  which  may  well  expect ;  and,  if  I  hare  a  rent 
in  fee,  I  may  grant  it  for  years  to  commence  at  Michaelmas ;  for,  an  estate 
doth  not  pass,  but  an  interest.''  Coke:  «It  hath  been  adjudged,  if  a 
man  grant  his  term  from  Michaelmas,  it  is  good,  for,  it  is  as  a  lease  from 
Michaelmas."  So,  in  Bacon's  Abridgment,  tit.  Leases  and  Terms  far 
yearsj  (N),  it  is  said,  that,  <<  If  one,  having  made  a  lease  for  life  or  years 
to  A.  of  lands,  after  make  another  lease  for  years  to  B.  of  the  same  lands, 
or  of  the  reversion  of  those  lands,  habendum  the  said  lands,  or  the  reversion 
of  those  lands,  to  the  said  B.,  cum  post  siveper  mortem^  resignationem^ 
sursum  reddiiianemy  vel  aUqua  alia  modo^  vacare  corUigerii  ;  in  this  case 
B.  hath  election  to  take  such  lease  either  as  a  reversion  or  a  reversionary 
interest,  if  he  can  prevail  for  an  attornment  of  A.,  the  tenant  in  posses* 
sion ;  or,  if  not,  yet,  as  a  future  interesse  termini^  such  lease  will  be  good 
to  take  eflect  in  possession,  upon  the  determination  of  the  first  lease,  be  it 
by  death,  surrender,  forfeiture,  effluxion  of  time,  or  any  other  way." 
Attornment  not  being  now  necessary,  the  effect  of  these  authorities,  as  also 
of  Smith  V.  Sttgdeton,  Plowd.  426,  433,  and  FUch  v.  Vaughan,  Noy,  153, 
is,  to  show  that  Burroughes  is  an  assignee  of  the  reversion  within  the  sta- 
tute.   He  clearly  was  so  during  the  subsistence  of  the  underlease  to  Fin- 

*6981  ^^^*  *[M^^^^9  J-  You  insist  that  an  assignee  of  part  of  the 
reversion,  is  an  assignee  of  the  reversion  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.]  That  is  the  contention.  Treating  of  this  statute,  it  is  said  in 
Selwyn's  Nisi  Prius,  9th  edit.  p.  485,  n.  (27) :  «« In  respect  of  this  word 
[executors,]  it  hath  been  holden  that  an  assignee  of  the  part  of  rever- 
sion,— as,  an  assignee  of  the  reversion  for  years  of  all  the  state  demised,^ 
may  enter  for  condition  broken.(a)  So,  the  grantee  for  life  of  a  reversion, 
is  an  assignee  within  this  statute,  and  may  enter  for  condition  broken.(i) 
But  the  grantee  of  the  whole  estate  in  reversion  in  part  of  the  thing  demised^ 
is  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  as,  if  the  reversioner  in  fee  of 
four  acres  grants  two  acres  in  fee,  the  grantee  cannot  enter,  because  cmif 
ditians  cannot  be  apportioned  by  act  of  the  party.(c)  But  covenants  may ; 
see  Ihaynam  v.  Pickardy  2  B.  &  Aid.  105,  where  it  was  adjudged  that 
covenant  will  lie  by  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  of  part  of  the  demised 
premises,  against  the  lease,  for  not  repairing  such  part. 

Pearson^  in  reply.  None  of  the  authorities  cited  for  the  defendant  meet 
this  case.  The  lessor  retains  a  day :  the  grantee,  therefore,  has  hot  the 
same  estate  that  he  had  pending  the  underlease, — as  in  Whittan  v.  PeacoA, 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  principal  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  de- 
iendant  Burroughes  was  assignee  of  the  reversion  expectant  on  the  deter- 
mination of  the  lease  granted  by  Leader  to  Finnis,  and  by  Finnis  assigned 
to  the  plaintiff.  Upon  the  authorities,  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  he  was 
such  assignee  within  the  statute  32  H.  8,  c.  34.    It  appears  that  Morton, 

(a}Citiiig  Ifotervf  T.  Wutwod,  Cn,  Eliz.  599,  600,  617;  Sir  F.Moora,  527;  1  Imt  (Gft 
Litt.  215  a.) 
(6)  Citing  lOAfliffy  v.  Bramd,  Plowd.  71.  (c)  Citing  4  Leoo.  97. 
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the  owner  of  *the  fee,  by  indeutares  of  the  6th  of  February,     r»6QQ 

1840,  demised  the  premises  to  Leader  for  twenty*one  years  from     *• 
the  25th  of  December  then  last;  that  Leader,  on  the  19th  of  January, 

1841,  demised  them  to  Finnis  for  three  years;  and  that  Leader,  oa  the 
23d  of  April,  1842,  demised  to  Burroug^es  for  the  whole  of  his,  Leader's, 
term,  except  one  day.  That  the  demise  of  the  reversion  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  the  lease  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed,  was  an  assign- 
ment of  the  reversion  within  the  statute,  none  of  the  authorities  cited 
induce  me  to  doubt.  Most  of  them  are  applicable  to  assignments  of  the 
reyersion  qf  part  of  the  property.  It  is  clear  that  an  assignee  of  part  of 
the  reversion,  in  that  sense,  cannot  take  advantage  of  a  condition  broken. 
But  here,  the  whole  reversion  came  to  the  defendant.  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  the  demurrer  assigning  for  cause  that  the  plea  does  not  show 
the  defendant  possessed  of  the  reversion,  &ils.  This  also  disposes  of  the 
objection  as  to  absence  of  privity  of  contract. 

It  is  said  that  the  defendant  Burrougfaes  had  no  right  to  enter;  and  that 
the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  that  that  which  is  complained  of  was 
done  with  force  and  arms,  distinguishes  this  case  from  JVewton  v.  Harlandy 
and  that  class  of  cases.  The  words  with  force  and  arms,  however,  clearly 
have  not,  as  is  shown  by  the  case  of  Harvey  v.  Brydgee^  the  effect  imputed 
to  them.  Formerly  a  doubt  was  entertained  whether  a  landlord  was 
justified  in  entering  and  expelling  the  tenant  on  the  expiration  of  his  term. 
Bat  that  doubt  has  been  set  at  rest  ever  since  the  case  of  Taunton  v.  Costar^ 
subject,  of  course,  to  any  question  of  excess.  Upon  the  whole,  therefore, 
it  seems  to  me,  that,  when  the  defendant  says  he  was  assignee  of  the  rever- 
sion, and  entered  in  respect  of  that  reversion  for  condition  broken,  he 
gives  a  substantial  answer  to  the  action. 

The  objection  that  the  rejoinder  is  a  departure  fiom  *the  plea,     r«7QA 
is  altogether  unfounded:  the  plea  sets  out  the. lease  under  which 
Bunroughes  claims,  and  the  rejoinder, — which  merely  shows  that  his  title 
under  that  lease  is  not  repelled  by  that  which  is  alleged  in  the  replica- 
tion,— is  clearly  in  maintenance  of  the  plea. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  think  this  is  an  extremely  clear  case.  The  doctrine 
laid  down  in  Co.  Litt.  215  a,  ^'that,  where  the  statute  speaks  of  grantees 
and  assignees  of  the  reversion,  an  assignee  of  part  of  the  state  of  the  rever* 
sion  may  take  advantage  of  the  condition" — has  never  been  departed 
from.  Lord  Coke  explains  the  meaning  of  the  passage  by  the  foUowing 
instances:  «As,  if  lessee  for  life  be,  &c.,  and  the  reversion  is  granted  for 
life,  &c. :  so,  (which  is  exactly  this  case,)  if  lessee  for  years,  fcc.,  be,  and 
the  reversion  is  granted  for  years,  the  grantee  for  years  shall  take  benefit 
of  the  condition."  In  the  next  resolution,  the  distinction  adverted  to  by 
the  lord  chief  justice  is  pointed  out,  viz.  «that  a  grantee  of  part  qf  the 
rtntnion  shall  not  take  advantage  of  the  condition:  as,  if  lease  be  of  three 
aeresy  reserving  a  rent  upon  condition,  and  the  reversion  is  granted  of  two 
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ficres,  tbe  reni  Aall  be  apporHoRed  by  tiie  act  of  the  parties^  but  Ae  cmr 
ditian  is  destroyed^  far  that  it  is  entife,  and  against  oomBion  right" 

The  other  points  are  already  suflBciently  answered* 

MAUifE,  J.  The  m»B  poiat  attempted  to  be  discussed  in  this  ease  hat 
already  been  expressly  decided  by  MaiureB  v.  Wiutwoody  CkamoHh  ▼. 
PbiUipSf  and  the  passages  cited  from  Co.  Litt  215  a.  They  eotabliA 
diat  the  grantee  of  part  of  the  renersion  is  an  assignee  within  the  statute 
32  H.  8,  c.  34;  but  that  die  grantee  of  the  wkok  reoerrian  in  part  of  th 
Udng  demiaedj  is  not.  The  words  of  the  statute  themselves  seem  to  me 
m^Ql-t  to  be  p^ifectly  dear  and  unambiguous ;  and  I  *should  have  enter- 
^  tained  no  doubt,  if  there  had  been  no  case  upon  the  subjeet:  bat» 
se^ng  that  the  point  was  settled  nearly  two  hundred  years  ago,  it  would 
be  idle  further  to  argue  it.  I  wiH  not  unnecessarily  lengthen  the  ease  b) 
adverting  to  the  other  gvounds  of  demuner,  which  also  appear  to  me  to 
have  been  well  disposed  of. 

V.  Wu^LUifSy  J.,  concurred.  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Peopson  asked  leave  to  amend ;  but  th^  court  refused  to  grant  it. 


A  ocmn(  on  a  bill  of  excl^mge— by  endorsee  against  acceptor— alleged  that  ''one  I.  B.  Doe,* 
•n,  in^  macle  hiB  biU  of  axohanga,  &c;— The  oouit  tefuBed  to  set  aside  as  ftivoloM  a  d» 
■Mivfei  spirisnins  ibr  oause  tha^  the  diawei  yr^B  djMBiabad  ii^the  oount  hj  ihp  io^tiais  ofbii 
Christia9  name  only,  without  alleging  any  excuse  ibr  U^e  omission  of  his  Chx^ttian  oanM^ 
or  blowing  diat  he  was  so  designated  in  the  bill. 

imibk,  iKiM  tbe  onMon  is  filial  op  speoii^  deqsqner^ 

Assumpsit  by  endorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  biH  of  exchange^ 

The  first  oount  of  the  declaration  was  as  follows: — 

«For  that  whereas  one  I.  B.  Doe,  on  A^  1st  of  July,  184^,  aaade  fak 
bSl  of  exchange  in  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and 
dieveby  required  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  said  L  B.  Doe, 
46/.  8s.  for  value  received,  four  laonths  after  the  date  thereof  (whieh  p6* 
nod  had  ekpsed  before  the  qomaienceinent  of  this  suit  i)  and  the  defend* 
ant  then  accepted  the  said  bill ;  and  the  said  I.  B.  Doe  then  endorsed  tbe 
same  to  the  plaint^ ;  and  tbe  defendant  diea  promised  the  {rfaintilTto  paj 
him  tbe  said  hilt,  accoriKng  to  the  tenor  and  efle<^  thereof,  and  qf  the  ibmI 
a/eceplance  and  endorsement.'^ 

*'7021  ^^  ^^  count  the  defendant  demurred  facially,  assigning  for 
*  causes — <^thal  Ae  said  first  count  wiw  uncertain,  in  that  it  did  aot 
set  foith  the  Christian  or  first  name  of  the  drawer,  and  first  endoffserof  iIm 
\fft  of  exchange  therein  mentioned,  and  the  allegation  that  one  I.  B.  Doe, 
en,  ftc.,  made  his  biH»  and  that  the  said  I.  B.  Doe  endorsed  the  same  le 
Ae  plaintiff,  were  respective^  unoeitaiv;  Aat  the  said  I.  B.  Bee  wii 
described  in  die  said  first  count  by  the  initials  of  his  CjhTifltian  gr  fat 
namci  aud  not  by  his  Christian  or  first  namci  and  no  excuse  was  alleged 


S  Manvinq,  Gravqer,  Sl  Scott.  702 


t^  tiie  omueion  t9  eet  fprth  Ike  CSbiiatiao  or  first  name  cf  tbe  said  h  B .  Doey 
1^  k  dill  not  appear  that  he  was  so  designated  in  the  biU." 

BcnMmi^  on  a  foroer  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside 
the  demurrer  as  frivolous,  or  to  amend  the  declaiatkMi.  He  cited  Brmih^ 
waUe  f.  Umiiimj  1  D.  It  L.  210,  where,  in  an  action  upon  a  biU  of 
eiLcbange,  by  endorsee  against  acceptor,  the  declamtion  alleged  that  <<one 
J..  Bai^s"  mad^  his  bill,  &c.,  and  the  defendant  demuired  thereto,  on 
the  ground  that  the  Chwtian  name  of  Bankes  ought  to  have  been  set  ont 
io  full,  or  that  it  should  have  been  alleged  &at  he  was  designated  by  the 
iaitial  letter  only  in  the  original  instrument ;  and  Wichtmav,  J.,  set  aside 
the  demurrer  as  frivolous. 

Ptanon  showed  cause.  It  has  repeatedly  been  decided  this  objection  is 
piio^rly  the  subject  of  a  demurrer.  Thus,  in  Apeimans  v.  JUoncAe,  14  If* 
&  W.  154,  it  was  held  that  th^  amission  of  the  Christian  name  of  the  ao^ 
eeptor  of  a  bill  of  eychaoge,  (in  an  action  not  upon  the  biU,)  unless  it  be 
excused  by  averment,  is  ground  of  special  desAurrer:  and  Paiiks,  B.,  ad*, 
dressing  the  plaintiiT's  counsel,  said :  *«  If  you  had  declared  upon  it  r*7nQ 
as  a  written  engagement,  and  had  described  the  party  as  a  <  certain 

person  mentioned  in  the  said  writing  as Marchand,'  it  might  have 

been  suflBcient ;  but,  as  it  is,  the  declaration  is  defectiv<e,  unless  you  can  in 
every  case  leave  out  the  Christian  names  of  the  persons  mentioned  in  the 
pleaiding.  There  is  a  special  proviso  in  the  3  &  4  W,  4,  c.  42,  as  to  biHs 
9f  exchange,  but  that  applies  only  to  the  navies  of  the  parties  to  the  su^t. 
You  must  amend."  Again,  in  Esdaile  v.  Maclean^  15  M.  &  W.  277,  in 
an  action  by  an  endorsee  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  bill 
WHS  stated  to  have  been  drawn  upon  i(  one  W.  Watson,"  and  the  connt  was 
kddbad  on  special  demuir-et:,  Paske,  B.,  observing — <«  You  cannot  depai^ 
from  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  without  shov^'ing  that  sueh  is  the  deaigM^ 
tioA  of  the  party  i^  the  bill;  otherwise  you  niay,  in  every  ease,  describe  a 
party  by  his  initials.  You  have  no  ri^t  under  this  statute  to  designate  a 
party  by  his  initials,  unless  he  is  so  designated  in  the  instrument ;  then  yon 
^Qghttosbow  that  be  wasso designated."  So,in£ei^v.  PTe^fr,  15LawJ.» 
N.  S.,  Q.  B.  407,  a  declaration  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  by  endorsee  against  9^ 
Captor,  averred  that  ««one  J.  C.  Pawle"  made  his  bill  of  exchange,  whiob 
the  defendant  accepted,  and  that  )•  C.  Pawle  endorsed  it  to  the  plaintiir: 
sad  it  was  held  ill  on  special  d^murren  I#ord  DfiNKAN  tbere  said,  p*  410 1 
**  We  must  presume  that  every  penso n  has  a  Christian  namei,  and  it  ought  thenn 
fore  to  have  been  inserted,  unless  some  sufficient  reason  is  assigned  lor 
(be  omission."  And  in  LangdaU  y.  MwUem^  10  Juiiifst,  p.  642,  Bail  CofWt> 
a  demurrer  to  a  oount  on  a  bil)  of  exchange,  by  endorsee  against  jdraw«rt 
aa  the  ground  that  the  initia]s  only  of  the  Christian  name  of  the  accepfear 
(W,  W.  Watson)  were  *set  out,  without  any  allegation  that  the  r «7(m 
Hrty  was  ao  designated  in  the  bill,— wa^  allowed,  (a)    Xhe  oaao    ^ 

(c)  i  «.  te  ooant  was  hald  to  be  bad.    Tbe  dbmmcf  of  a  demuner  ii  a  tenn 
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of  Rsdaile  v.  Madean  being  cited,  WiaHTMANy  J.,  said :  "  The  ootirt  of 
Exchequer  appear  to  have  thought  that  this  was  a  good  ground  of  demurrer ; 
and,  where  there  are  conflicting  decisions,  I  certainly  ought  not  to  take 
upon  myself  the  responsibility  of  setting  aside  a  demurrer  as  frivolous,  and 
thus  deprive  a  party  of  the  power  of  taking  the  opinion  of  a  higher  tribunal.'' 
It  is  laid  down  broadly  in  Stephen  on  Pleading,  (4tb  edit.  331 ;  6th  edit 
338,)  that  the  Christian  names  of  all  persons,  whether  parties  to  the  suit  or 
not,  should  be  stated  in  full  in  pleading,  or  the  omission  excused. 

If  the  court  should  decide  this  question  against  the  defendant,  upon 
motion,  they  would  deprive  him  of  the  opportunity  of  testing  the  pro- 
priety of  the  decision  by  writ  of  error. 

Hawkins  appeared  in  support  of  the  rule :  but,  upon  the  court  suggest- 
ing  that  he  had  better  amend  the  declaration, — ^giving  him  the  option  of 
arguing  the  demurrer  on  the  following  day,  but  with  an  intimation  that 
he  must  not,  after  argument,  ask  leave  to  amend, — ^he  elected  to  amend 
at  once,  on  payment  of  costs.  Rule  accordingly. 
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The  court  will  not  set  aside,  or  refer  back,  an  award  for  an  ofcgecHon  in  point  of  law  not 
apparent  on  the  (ace  of  it:  as,  upon  a  suggestion  that  the  arbitrator  improperly  treated  as 
a  penalty  that  which  was,  bj  the  express  contract  of  the  parties,  stipulated  and  ascertained 
damages. 

60,  whether  it  is  the  award  of  a  professional,  or  of  a  lay  arbitrator. 

Covenant  by  lessor  against  lessee.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  on 
the  19th  of  April,  1841,  by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  between  the 
plaintiff  of  the  one  part  and  the  defendant  on  the  other  part,  the  plaintiff 
did  demise,  &c.,  unto  the  defendant  a  certain  messuage  or  tenement, 
buildings,  and  pieces  and  parcels  of  land,  particularly  mentioned  and 
described  in  the  said  indenture,  &c.,  habendum  to  the  defendant  his  exe- 
cutors, &c. :  that  the  defendant  did,  in  and  by  the  said  indenture,  covenant 
with  the  plaintiff,  that  he  the  defendant  would,  during  the  term  in  the  said 
indenture  mentioned,  manage,  farm,  crop,  and  cultivate  the  lands  thereby 
letten,  according  to  the  four-course  system  of  husbandry,  (peas  and  beans, 
isnce  well  hoed,  not  to  be  deemed  crops,)  and  would  not  sow  any  part 
thereof  with  colewort*seed,  (unless  fed  off,)  or  sow  any  part  thereof  with 
hemp-seed,  carraway-seed,  coriander-seed,  or  teazle-seed;  and  would 
make  yearly,  during  the  said  term,  one-fourth  part  of  the  arable  lands  by 
the  said  indenture  letten,  a  good  fallow,  (the  tenant  being  allowed  to  sow 
sbeep-feed  among  the  wheat  stubbles,)  or  otherwise  pay  unto  the  plaintiff 
SM.  an  acre  per  annum  for  every  acre  of  the  said  arable  lands  which 
should  be  used,  fieurmeu,  or  tilled  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaoiDg 
of  the  said  covenant,  and  so  in  proportion  for  any  greater  or  less  quantity 
than  an  acre,  over  and  above  the  rent  reserved  by  the  said  indenture^  vd 
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to  be  paid  therewith,  or  to  he  recoveredby  the  flaini^  as  ascertained  and 
liquidated  damages^  &c.  &c.  That,  by  virtue  of  the  demise,  the  defend- 
ant entered,  and  became  possessed,  &c.  Breach, — first,  that,  after  the. 
making  of  the  indenture,  and  during  the  term  *aforesaid,  and  whilst  rrvAg 
the  defendant  was  so  possessed  of  the  said  demised  lands  and 
premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  every  part  thereof  respectively,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  of  tlte  commencement  of  the  tenancy,  and  on  divers  other 
days  and  times  between  that  time  and  the  said  determination  thereof,  he 
the  defendant  did  not  manage,  farm,  crop,  and  cultivate  the  lands  thereby 
letten,  according  to  the  said  four-course  system  of  husbandry,  and  did  not 
make  one-fourth  part  of  the  said  arable  lands  in  any  year  of  the  said  term 
a  good  fallow,  or  pay  unto  the  plaintiff  20/.  an  acre  per  annum  for  ever}' 
acre  of  the  said  arable  lands  which  were  used,  farmed,  or  tilled  contrary 
to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  covenant  in  that  behalf,  nor 
any  sum  of  money  in  proportion,  for  any  greater  or  less  quantity  than  an 
acre,  over  and  above  the  rent  reserved  by  the  said  indenture ;  but,  on  the 
contrary  thereof,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  during  the 
whole  of  the  said  term,  that  is  to  say,  for  four  years  from  the  making  of 
the  said  indenture,  which  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  managed,  used,  tilled,  farmed,  cropped,  and  cultivated  a  large  part, 
to  wit,  one  hundred  acres  of  the  said  arable  lands,  in  each  and  every  year 
of  the  said  term,  contrary  to,  and  on  other  and  very  different  and  less 
beneficial  systems  of  husbandry  than,  the  said  four-course  system  of  hus-. 
bandry,  and  on  very  pernicious  systems  of  husbandry,  and  contrary  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  covenant  in  that  behalf;  and  had  not 
3t  any  time  paid  unto  the  plaintiff  20/.  per  annum  in  respect  of  each  of 
the  last-mentioned  acres  of  the  said  arable  lands  so  used,  farmed,  and 
tilled  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  covenant  in  that, 
behalf,  although  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  8,000/.,  for  and  in  respect 
of  each  of  the  same  acres,  and  over  and  above  the  rent  reserved  by  the 
said  indenture,  had,  before  the  commencement  *of  the  suit,  and  r^jry^ 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  become,  and  was,  and  con-  " 

tinued  to  be  due  and  owing  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiflf,  for  and  in 
respect  of  such  last-mentioned  acres,  at  the  said  rate  of  20/.  an  acre  of 
such  acres  per  aimum^  during  such  years  as  last  a&resaid :  and  that, 
although,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  during  the  said 
t^rm,  the  defendant  made  in  each  year  of  the  said  term  a  ftdlow  of  a  cer^ 
tAin  part  of  the  said  arable  lands,  to  wjt,  one  hundred  acres  thereof,  yet 
Ibat  every  part  thereof  so  made  a  fallow  as  aforesaid  was  not  made  a  gpod 
wUow,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  was,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
Blade  a  bad  fallow,  contrary  to  the  said  covenant  in  that  behalf.  The 
declaration  assigned  three  other  breaches,  and  concluded  with  averring* 
that,  by  means  of  the  premises,  and  of  the  said  several  breaches  of  cove- 
nant by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  had  been  put  to  great  costs  and  expenses 
of  his  moneys^  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  100/.,  in  repairing  and  reinstating 
VOL.  Ill,  '  55  2  0 
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the  said  farm  and  premises ;  and  had  been,  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
aal  not  otherwise,  forced  and  obliged  to  re-let  the  same  at  a  much  lets 
and  lower  rent,  to  wit,  at  a  rent  of  100/.  per  annum  lower  than  he  other* 
wine,  and, — but  for  the  breaches  of  covenant  abote  assigned,  and  tbe 
impoverished  and  bad  state  and  condition  consequent  npon,  and  incidental 
thereto, — he  could,  and  might,  and  would  have  done ;  and  had  been  and 
was  otherwise  injured,  &c. 

After  setting  out  the  indenture  upon  oyer,  the  defendant  pleaded,  amongst 
other  pleas,  to  the  first  breach,  that  he  did,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  aD 
times,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  during  the  said  term 
thereby  granted,  manage,  farm,  crop,  and  cultivate  the  lands  thereby 
letten,  according  to  the  said  four*course  system  of  husbandry,  and  did 
make  one*fourth  part  of  the  said  arable  lands  in  each  year  of  the  said 
*7081  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  fallow,  *according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  said  indenture ;  and,  to  the  second  breach,  that  he  did,  from 
time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  aod 
during  the  said  term  thereby  granted,  make,  in  each  year  of  the  said  term, 
the  said  acres  of  the  said  arable  land  in  the  said  supposed  breach  o^coT^ 
nant  secondly  assigned,  a  good  fallow,  according  to  the  true  intent  aod 
meaning  of  die  said  indenture — concluding  to  the  country. 

By  a  judge's  order,  made  by  consent,  on  the  21st  of  August,  1846, 
the  cause  was  referred  to  the  award  of  a  barrister,  in  whose  discretion 
were  to  be  the  costs  of  the  cause  and  of  the  reference  and  award.  The 
order  of  reference  contained  a  clause,  that,  «in  the  event  of  either  of  the 
said  parties  disputing  the  validity  of  the  said  award  so  to  be  made  and 
published  as  aforesaid,  or  moving  the  court  to  set  the  same  aside,  tbe 
court  should  have  power  to  remit  the  matters  thereby  referred,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  to  the  reconsideration  of  the  said  arbitrator.'' 

The  arbitrator  made  his  award  on  the  31st  of  October,  1846^  as  follows:— 

"  Whereas,  &c.,  &c.,  now,  I,  the  said  arbitrator,  having  taken  on  my- 
i^lf  the  said  reference,  and  having  heard  the  evidence  adduced  before  me 
on  behalf  of  the  said  parties  by  their  respective  counsel  and  attorneys, 
and  having  duly  and  maturely  weighed  and  considered  the  same,  do,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  partly-recited  order,  award,  order,  and  adjudge, 
that,  as  to  the  first  issue  joined  between  the  parties  in  the  said  action,  tbe 
defendant  did  notf  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times,  after  the  making 
of  the  indenture  in  the  defendant's  plea  set  oat,  and  during  the  term 
thereby  demised,  manage,  farm,  crop,  and  cultivate  the  lands  thefebj 
letten,  according  to  the  four-course  system,  in  manner  and  form  as  he  in 


*!3VI91  ^^  P'^  ^  ^^  ^^^  breach  in  the  declaration  in  *the  said  cause 
assigned,  hath  alleged  i  and  I  assess  the  damages  due  to  tbe 
plaintiff  for  the  said  breach  of  covenant,  at  li.  16s.  [A  second,  third, 
and  fourth  issue  were  determined  in  fovour  of  the  plaintiff.]  And,  as  to 
&e  last  issue,  I  find  the  same  in  fiivour  of  the  plaintiff,  in  whose  fiifosrl 
jIso  ^letenaine  the  said  cause.    And  I  do  further  order  and  award,  thi^ 
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[eaeh  of  tbem]  the  said  plaintiff  and  defendant  shall  re^peetirely  bear  and 
pay  bi^  own  costs  of  the  said  cause,  and  that  the  plaintiff  shall  pay  to  the 
defendant  the  costs  incurred  by  him  in  this  reference,  and  shall  bear  and 
pay  his  own  costs  of  the  said  reference,  and  shall  further  pay  the  costs 
of  this  my  award.'' 

Worlledge,  for  the  plaititiff,  moved  to  set  aside  the  above  award,  on  the 
ground  of  tin  alleged  <«  perverse  mistake  of  law"  on  the  part  of  the  arbi^ 
trator,  in  treating  the  20/.  an  acre  as  a  penalty,  instead  of  liquidated  da- 
mages, or  ascertained  rent,  llie  i^davits  upon  which  the  motion  was 
founded,  stated,  that  evidence  was  given  by  the  plaintiff  before  the  arbi- 
trator, of  a  distinct  breach  of  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in 
cropping  a  portion  of  the  demised  land,  consisting  of  seven  acres,  con- 
trary to  the  four'^course  system  of  husbandry ;  that  no  evidence  was  offered 
in  answer,  nor  was  there  any  attempt,  by  cross-examination,  to  rebat  the 
plaintiff's  case  in  this  respect ;  and  that  it  was  distinctly  submitted  to  the 
arbitrator  by  the  plaintiff 'sr  counsel,  that  the  20/.  mentioned  in  the  cove- 
nant of  the  lease,  and  thereby  covenanted  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant 
for  every  acre  of  the  arable  land  which  should  be  used,  fhrmed,  or  tilled 
contrary  to  the  covenant,  was  not  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  but  of  liqui- 
dated and  ascertained  damages ;  and  the  arbitrator  was  requested  to  look 
into  the  authorities  upon  the  subject ;  but  that  the  arbitrator  had  eitfier  made 
his  award  in  haste,  and  without  duly  considering  the  *point,  or  i-^^iq 
had  mistaken  the  law.  It  also  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that 
a  considerable  body  of  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  other  issues,  that  the 
case  was  closed  (at  Bury  St.  Edmunds)  at  seven  o'clock  in  the  evening 
of  the  28th  of  October,  and  that  notice  of  the  award  being  ready  ww* 
delivered  in  Londoii  on  the  31st. 

Since  the  cases  of  Rolfe  v.  Peterionj  2  Bro.  P.  C.  496 ;  Lowe  v.  JPeeri, 
4  Burr.  2229, — ^in  which  latter  case  Lord  MxNsnfiLD  cleariy  poiated  out 
the  difference  between  a  penalty  and  liquidated  damages, — and  Jones  v. 
Orten^  3  Y.  It  J.  298,  it  has  been  considered  as  firmly  settled  law  that  a 
clause  of  this  sort  does  not  constitute  a  penalty,  but  that  the  acreage  is 
recoverable,  upon  a  breach  (^  the  covenant,  as  stipulated  danrages.  When 
a  juty  acts  perversely  in  such  a  case  as  this,  by  omitting  to  give  damages 
for  the  actual  injury  sustained,  the  court  will  direct  a  new  trial — Fkrrani 
V.  OlmiMif  3  B.  fc  Aid.  692 :  and  there  can  be  no  reason  why  the  same 
relief  riiould  not  be  afbrded  where  a  legal  arbitrator  has  perversely  mis- 
taken a  matter  of  law.  That  the  court  will  take  notice  of  legal  miscondaet 
iti  an  arbitrator,  is  quite  clear ;  see  the  judgment  of  thb  court  in  Hall  and 
Bmdi  m  re,  2  M.  &  G.  847,  3  Scott,  N.  R.  250.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  There 
are  munerotta  decisions  showing  that  the  court  will  not  withdraw  the 
inatter  from  the  judge  whom  the  parties  have  themselves  8elected.(a)    It 


(«}  9te  WmA  ▼.  JftMCliy,  STidd  Pr^  9th  edit  841;  Chm  ▼.  Wktkm^  IS  KM,  397} 
t«r  V.  mdt,  1  B.  &  R.  366;  Skmrnm  v.  Ml,  5  M  &  S.  604;  IMj^a^  %i»  M,  9  Bl  &  Aid.  691; 
JticAardmi  ▼.  Ifmm,  3  &  &  Aid.  337, 1  ChHl  R.  674;  Jkktf  t.  JisfMa^  1  Tuftt  4S;  €Vmm» 
V-  CraMN,  7  Ttnnt  644,  IJ.  &  Moore,  403j  Croup  r.  Symmt^  1  fii«k  Z04,  7  J.  &  Moast^ 
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*7111  '^  ^l^AJs  competent  to  reserre  *poiDts  of  law  for  the  opmion  of 
the  court,  if  the  parties  choose  so  to  stipulate,  rather  than  confide 
in  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  arbitrator.  Formerly,  the  co«irts 
were  in  the  habit  of  setting  aside  awards  for  misreception,  or  improper 
rejection,  of  evidence  by  the  arbitrator ;  but  of  late  it  has  been  clearly 
settled  that  the  decision  of  the  arbitrator  in  this  respect  is  final.]  This  is 
not  like  the  case  of  Pinkerton  v.  Caslon^  2  B.  &  Aid.  704,  where  the  atten- 
tion of  the  arbitrator  was  not  called  to  the  particular  claim :  here,  it  is 
distinctly  sworn  that  the  point  was  made,  and  the  arbitrator  was  requested 
to  consider  it. 

This  being  a  case  in  which  the  arbitrator  has  clearly  and  palpably  inb- 
taken  a  firmly  settled  rule  of  law,  the  court  will,  at  the  least,  exercise  the 
power  reserved  to  it  by  the  order,  and  remit  the  matter  to  him  for  recon-, 
sideration. 

Wilde,  C.  J  The  question  as  to  how  far  the  court  will  interfere  to 
correct  the  mistake  of  an  arbitrator  in  fact  or  in  law,  has  been  presented  in 
every  possible  shape.  In  some  of  the  cases  the  discussion  has  proceeded 
upon  a  supposed  difference, — where  a  matter  of  law  was  in  question,— 
between  a  lay  and  a  professional  arbitrator.  Lord  Ellenbobough  first,(a] 
and,  subsequently,  all  the  judges,  repudiated  any  such  distinction,  holding, 
that,  where  the  parties  have  thought  fit  to  withdraw  from  the  decision  of 
the  ordinary  tribunals,  and  have  selected  their  own  judge,  they  must  be 
content  to  abide  his  judgment.  The  question  has  also  been  discussed  in 
cases  where  some  point  of  law  has  suddenly  arisen  in  the  course  of  the 
'^121  ^^Q^^i'yy  ^^^  where,  though  *the  matter  was  present  to  the  mind 
of  the  arbitrator,  but  little  time  was  aflbrded  for  consideration ; 
and  the  courts  have  said,  that  whether  the  arbitrator,  was  a  professional 
man  or  a  layman,  they  would  not  inquire  whether  his  conclusion  was  right 
or  not,  unless  they  could,  upon  the  face  of  the  award,  distinctly  see  that 
the  arbitrator,  professing  and  intending  to  decide  in  accordance  with  law, 
had  uninteiitionally  and  mistakenly  decided  contrary  to  law.  The  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is,  whether  we  can,  from  what  appears  on  the  face  of  this 
award,  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  arbitrator  has  decided  this  case  io 
violation. of  some  known  principle  of  law.  I  am  unable  to  trace  the  course 
of  reasoning  by  which  the  arbitrator  came  to  the  conclusion  he  did.  There 
is  nothing  on  the  face .  of  the  award  to  show  that  he  has  done  wrong. 
Without,  therefore,  intending  to  cast  any  doubt  upon  the  general  doctrine 
laid  4own  in  the  cases  cited,  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  covenant 
in  question,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  we  are  precluded,  by  the  firame  of  the 
award,  from  interfering. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  these  rules  tend  to  create  great  delay  and 

434;  Gimtham  t.  Germotn,  IIJ.  R  Moore,  7;  Perryman  v.  Steggatt^  3  M.  &  Sc.  93,  2  Dovrl 
P.  C.  726;  J^gfp  t.  Gn^fon,  3  Powl.  P.  C.  199,  1  C^  M.&  R.  523;  MUm  v.  PoyMir,  3  DowL 
P.  C.  201,  (oveiniUng  Perryman  t.  SteggaU;)  Hardy  ▼.  Bxagn&t^  1  H.  &  W.  185;  Jnutrom 
▼.  ManhaU,  4  Dcwl.  P.  C.  593;  Syma  v.  Goodfettow,  lb.  642. 
(a)  Xn  SAoj  xui  T.  W;  f  M.  &  S.  504. 
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expense,  and  to  defeat,  in  many  cases,  the  object  of  the  parties  ;  having 
obtained  the  decision  of  the  tribunal  which  they  themselves  have  chosen, 
khey  have  but  litde  ground  of  complaint  if  its  judgment  should  happen 
to  be  erroneous. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  is  not  necessary  on  this  occasion  to  express  any  opinion 
as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receive  20/.  per  acre  for  the 
breach  of  the  defendant's  covenant,  or  whether  that  was  a  matter  to  be 
compensated  in  damages.  If  that  were  the  point  to  be  determined  here, 
it  might  require  more  consideration.  But  I  agree  with  the  lord  chief  justice, 
that  the  award  does  not,  upon  the  face  of  it,  show  that  the  arbitrator  lias 
made  any  mistake  in  point  of  law;  and  we  cannot  *assume  it  1**713 
from  what  is  presented  to  us  in  the  affidavits.  I  therefore  think 
there  should  be  no  rule. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  that  no  rule  should  be  granted  in  this  case. 
If^the  case  had  been  left  to  follow  the  ordinary  course,  it  would  have  been 
decided,  as  to  the  facts,  by  a  jury,  and  as  to  the  law,  by  the  judge,  with 
an  ultimate  appeal  to  a  court  of  error.  The  parties,  for  some  reason, 
thought  fit  to  withdraw  the  case  from  that  mode  of  trial,  and  to  refer  the 
whole  to  an  arbitrator,  thinking,  probably,  that  the  facts  would  be  more 
conveniently  ascertained,  and  the  law  more  conveniently  determined  by 
one  from  whose  judgment  there  was  no  appeal,  and  that  an  arbitrator 
would,  in  the  particular  case,  be  a  better  judge  of  the  facts  than  a  jury,  and 
of  the  law  than  the  court.  It  is  quite  true  that  it  is  sometimes  advantage- 
ous to  have  a  matter  decided  by  a  person  possessing  the  smallest  possible 
knowledge  of  law.  These  considerations  have,  in  modern  times,  induced 
the  courts  to  deal  much  more  liberally  with  awards  than  was  formerly 
their  practice,  and,  generally  speaking,  to  hold  them  to  be  final,  unless 
some  substantial  objection  appears  upon  the  face  of  them.  There  is  no- 
thing upon  the  face  of  this  award  to  show  that  the  conclusion  the  arbitrator 
has  come  to  is  not  a  perfectly  just  and  right  one.  I  cannot  say  that 
the  arbitrator  may  not  have  been  quite  right  in  assessing  the  damages 
for  the  breach  of  covenant  at  the  sum  he  has  awarded,  instead  of  assess- 
ing them  at  the  rate  of  20/.  per  acre.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  Farrant 
V.  Olmius,  There  the  covenant  was  simply  a  covenant  to  pay  an  addi- 
tional rent  of  50/.  for  every  acre  that  should  be  ploughed  up ;  whereas, 
here,  the  complaint  is,  not  simply  that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  the 
additional  rent,  but,  in  tlie  alternative,  that  he  did  not  cultivate  the  land 
according  to  a  given  system,  or  pay  the  20/.  *an  acre.  In  such  r*7t4 
ft  case,  it  may  or  may  not  be  imperative  on  a  jury  to  assess  the 
damages  at  the  20/.  an  acre,  and  an  arbitrator  may  be  forgiven  if  he  de- 
cide according  to  what  occurred  to  him  to  be  the  justice  of  the  case. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  refused. 
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KENT  V.  The  GREAT  WESTERN  RAILWAY  Company.    Mv.  23. 

Qjr  a  railway  act  it  was  enacted,  that  no  action  should  be  brought  for  any  thing  done  ec 
onaitied  to  be  done  in  pursuuioe  of  the  act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  authori- 
ties given  by  the  act,  unless  twenty  dnys^  previous  notice  in  writing  sboidd  be  given.  Thn 
eompany  having,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  made  excessive  charges  fisr  ihs 
carriage  of  goods,  and  olaimed  and  reoeive<l  the  amount  of  such  charges  fioni  the  piaio- 
tiff: — Hdd,  tliat  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  brought  to  recover  back  the  sums 
80  extorted,  the  company  were  entitled  to  a  notice  of  action. 

Thi*  sum  endorsed  on  the  writ  for  costs  was  21  5t.  only.  On  taxation,  the  master  aUowed 
133/.  12«.  2d,  costs  in  respect  of  the  notice  of  action;  the  only  oljection  urged  before  him 
being,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any  costs  incurred  prior  to  the  issuing  of  tfas 
writ,  no  exception  being  taken  as  to  their  amonnt  The  allowanoe  of  ooats  for  the  noboe 
of  action  was  held  to  be  proper;  and  the  ooart  refused  to  enter  upon  the  questioo.  cf 
amount. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  brought 
to  recover  €50/.  for  alleged  overcharges  demanded  and  taken  bytht 
Great  Western  Railway  Company  from  the  plaintiii^  a  carrier  betweea 
London  and  Abingdon. 

Before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  plaintiff  caused  the  d^ 
fendants  to  be  served  with  a  notice  of  action  under  the  223d  section  of 
the  6  &  6  W.  4,  c.  cvii.  The  notice  referred  to  nine  several  books  of 
account  delivered  therewith,  containing  minute  details  of  the  alleged  ove^ 
charges. 

The  writ  of  summons,  which  was  sued  out  on  the  25th  of  Jane,  1846, 
was  endorsed  for  650/.  debt,  and  2/.  6s.  costs. 

«4«|«i        *The  declaration  was  delivered  on  the  12th  of  July,  1845,  and 
^     with  it  particulars  of  demand,  as  follows  :— 

<*  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  ci  the  said  company  the  foUowiag 
items  of  claim,  viz. : — 

<<  To  amount  of  overcharges  made  by  the  company  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
paid  by  him  to  them,  for  the  carriage  of  goods  by  the  Great  Western  Rait 
way  Company,  between  the  1st  of  October,  1842,  and  April  the  30tlit 
1844,  the  JiiU  particulars  oftokkh^  with  the  dates  and  itemSy  ham  alreaij 
been  delivered  to  the  company^  in  the  plaintjff^s  notice  of  oc/ion,  and  ii 
four  books  of  account  therein  referred  to,  and  respectively  marked  O.  No.  1) 
0.  No.  2,  0.  No.  3,  and  0.  No.  4.  The  plaintiff  claims  ibr  these  ovef* 
charges,  175/.  7^.  3d. 

<«  To  amount  of  further  overcharges  made  by  the  company  to  the  plaia- 
tiff,  and  paid  by  him  to  them  for  the  carriage  of  goods  on  the  lines  d 
railway  worked  by  the  company,  between  May  the  1st,  1844,  and  Januoiy 
the  3l8t,  1845,  thefiM  partiddars  ofwhich^  with  the  dates  and  itemSf  hese 
already  been  delivered  to  the  company ^  in  the  plainijfi^s  noOee  of  adumi 
and  in  five  books  of  account  therein  referred  to,  and  marked  respectively 
K.  No.  1,  K.  No.  2,  K.  No.  3,  K.  No.  4,  and  K.  No.  5.  The  plaintiff 
claims,  for  these  overcharges,  264/.  8s.  4d. 

<«  Tc  an  allowance  or  discount  of  10  per  cent,  on  the  company's  chaiges. 
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to  the  plaintiff,  for  goods  carried  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  said  lines  of  rail- 
way, between  May  the  Ist,  1844,  and  the  31st  of  January,  1845,  being^ 
the  same  allowance  of  10  per  cent,  mentioned  in  an  agreement  made' by 
the  company  with  the  plaintiff,  which  is  set  forth  in  the  first  count  of  the 
declaration  herein,  and  the  Jidl  particulars  whereof  have  also  been  delivered 
to  the  company  in  the  said  notice  of  action^  and  the  said  last- mentioned 
five  books  of  account  therein  referred  to.  The  plaintiff  claims  for  this 
allowance  201/.  10«. 

<«  The  plaintiff  also  seeks  to  recover  such  other  ^damages  as  a     r»7i  g 
jury  may  give  for  the  breach  of  the  agreement  set  forth  in  the 
said  first  count,  and  interest  at  5  per  cent  on  the  said  several  sums  above- 
mentioned,  from  the  respective  times  at  which  the  same,  or  any  portions 
thereof,  were  paid,  until  final  judgment  in  this  action. 

On  the  21st  of  July,  the  defendants  took  out  a  summons  calling  on  tiie 
plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  deliver  <<  a  further  and  better 
account  in  writing  of  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  for  which 
this  action  was  brought,  distinguishing  which  of  the  sums,  in  the  particu- 
lars delivered,  were  claimed  under  each  count;  and  why  each  count 
should  not  be  limited  to  diilerent  and  distinct  causes  of  action/'  This 
summons  was  attended  on  the  23d,  when  Wightman,  J.,  declined  to 
make  any  order  for  further  particulars,  m  consequence  of  the  fuU  particu^ 
tors  which  had  been  furnished  to  the  company  by  the  notice  of  action  and 
the  books  of  account  therein  referred  to. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  Hilary  term,  1846,  when  a  verdict  w*as  found  for  the  plaintiff  for 
181/.  4f.  lid.  over  and  above  a  set-off  claimed  and  proved  by  the  de- 
fendants. 

Upon  the  taxation  of  the  plaintiff's  costs,  the  master  allowed  the  follow- 
ing items  of  charges  preliminary  to  the  action : —  £  s.  d. 
<<  Letter  fi>r  payment  «  •  .  •  .  Q 
<«  Instractions  for  very  special  notice  of  action  -  -  2 
<<  Drawing  same,  upwards  of  2500  folios  *  -  125 
«<  Fee  to  counsel  to  settle  ....  5 
« Attending  him  .  «...  0 
M  Service  of  notice  of  action,  &o.             -            -            -        0 

The  allowance  of  these  items  was  objected  to  before  the  master,  on  the 
ground,  that,  as  the  writ  was  the  ^foundation  of  the  action,  and     r^^tj 
the  costs  endorsed  thereon  were  21.  5s.  only,  the  plaintiff  was 
concluded  thereby,  and  that  the  master  had  no  power  to  allow  the  plain^ 
tiff  any  charges  for  preliminary  proceedings. 

Application  was  afterwards  made  to  a  judge  at  chambers  for  a  reviewal 
of  the  taxation.  The  judge  thereupon  ordered,  that,  on  payment  of  the 
damages  and  the  undisputed  items  of  the  bill  of  costs,  the  disputed  items 
should  stand  over  until  Michaelmas  term. 

Channell^  Seijt.,  accordingly,  on  the  second  day  of  the  term,  obtained 
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a  rule  nisi  for  a  reviewal  of  the  taxation,  in  respect  of  these  last-men- 
tioned  items.  He  submitted,  that,  although  a  notice  of  action  might  have 
been  necessary,  it  was  not  necessary  to  give  it  with  all  the  minuteness  of 
a  particular  of  demand,  which  the  defendants  mi^t  call  for,  or  not,  at 
their  election. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  and  /.  Broum^  showed  cause.  The  cause  of  action 
here  was  similar  to  that  in  Parker  v.  1%e  Chreat  Western  Railway  Com- 
panyy  7  M.  &  G.  253,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  835,  in  which  case  a  similar  notice 
of  action  was  given,  the  costs  of  which  were  allowed  on  taxation.  The 
223d  section  of  the  company's  act  of  incorporation,  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  cvii., 
enacts,  « that  no  action,  suit,  or  information,  nor  any  other  proceeding  of 
what  nature  soever,  shall  be  brought,  commenced,  or  prosecuted  against 
any  person,  for  any  thing  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  in  pursuance  of  this 
act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  authorities,  or  any  of  the  orders 
made,  given,  or  directed,  in,  by,  or  under  this  act,  unless  twenty  days'  pre- 
vious notice  in  writing  shall  be  given  by  the  party  intending  to  commence 
and  prosecute  such  action,  suit,  information,  or  other  proceeding,  to  the 
*7181     ^^^^^^^^  defendant."     The  *question  is,  whether  that  which  is  the 

foundation  of  this  action  was  a  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  the 
act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  authorities  given  by  the  act. 
Though,  in  point  of  form,  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  this  is 
in  reality  an  action  to  recover  compensation  for  a  series  of  torts  committed 
by  the  company.  In  Parker  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company^  it 
was  urged  on  behalf  of  the  company  that  they  could  be  sued  only  in  case : 
but  the  court  held  otherwise  :(a)  indeed,  it  would  be  absolutely  impracti- 
cable to  sue  in  that  form,  the  overcharges  being  more  than  fourteen  thou- 
sand in  number ;  in  case,  each  would  require  a  separate  count.(&)  The 
act  of  parliament  is  framed  upon  the  sup})osition  that  the  company  were 
about  to  construct  a  new  line  of  road,  which  the  public  were  to  beat 
liberty  to  use  with  their  own  carriages  and  locomotives.  It  contemplates 
the  possibility  of  the  company  themselves  becoming  carriers :  the  164th, 
165th,  166th,  and  167th  sections  empower  them  to  take  tolls;  and  the 
175th  section  provides  that  the  charges' shall  be  reasonable,  and  equal  to 
all  parties  using  the  line.  Willet  v.  TUey,  1  Show.  214 ;  Greenway  v. 
Hurdj  4  T.  R.  553 ;  and  Boyd  v.  The  Croydon  Railway  Company^  4  N. 
C.  669, 6  Scott,  461, 6  Dowl.  P.  C.  721,  show  that  the  right  of  the  defend- 
ants to  a  notice  of  action  does  not  depend  upon  the  form  of  the  action. 
In  Waterhouse  v.  Jiben,  4  B.  &.  C.  200,  by  a  turnpike  act,  it  was  enacted 
that  no  action  should  be  commenced  against,  any  person  for  anything 
done  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  until  twenty-one  days'  notice  should  be 
*7191'    S^^^"  ^^  ^^  clerk  of  the  trustees,  or  after  six  calendar  months 

next  after  the  fact  committed,  &c. ;  *and  it  was  held,  in  assump- 

(a)  And  lee  Pitkford  ▼.  THm  Gnat  VTatem  JZoOrnqf  Companjf,  8  M.  &  W.  372, 10  M* 
W.  399,  where  oaic  wai  bi^us^t  for  a  zefiual  to  CMiry,  after  a  tender. 
(6}QiMBie. 
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sit  against  a  toll-collectory  brought  to  recover  back  money  alleged  to  have 
been  exacted  by  him  improperly  aff  toll,  that  twen^-one  days'  notice  of 
action  ought  to  have  been  given.  Bayley,  J.,  there  said  :  <<  It  is  true  that 
many  of  the  expressions  in  that  clause  seem  to  point  to  actions  of  tort ; 
but  it  is  material  to  consider  the  sub^ance,  rather  than  the  mere  forin,  of 
the  action.  In  many  cases  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  is  substantially 
tort,  but  the  plaintiflT  may  waive  that  tort,  and  bring  assumpsit.  If  an 
action  be  brought  in  consequence  of  a  thing  substantially  done  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  act  of  parliament,  it  is  a  case  within  the  act"  And  Hol- 
ROYD,  J.,  said :  «  The  demanding  and  taking  the  toll  was  an  act  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  act.  This  is  a  case,  therefore,  within  the  words  of  the 
act.  It  is  a  case  also  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be  avoided  by  the 
act  of  parliament.  The  duty  is  collected  by  the  lessee.  It  is  consistent, 
therefore,  with  the  object  of  this  enactment,  if  he  improperly  takes  any 
toll,  that  he  should  have  an  opportunity  of  tendering  amends.  The  same 
mischief  would  arise  from  the  neglect  to  give  the  notice  in  such  an  action 
as  this,  as  if  it  were  an  action  of  tort."  So,  in  Smith  v.  Shaw^  10  B.  & 
C.  277,  5  M.  &  R.  225,  an  act  of  parliament  established  a  company  for 
making  and  maintaining  certain  docks  and  basins,  and  authorized  them 
to  appoint  a  dock-master,  who  was  to  have  power  to  direct  the  mooring, 
&c.,  of  all  vessels  into,  or  being  in,  the  docks,  and  to  have  the  control 
over  the  space  of  one  hundred  yards  of  the  entrance  into  the  docks,  so 
far  as  related  to  the  transporting  of  vessels  coming  in  or  going  out ;  and 
the  company  was  to  be  sued  in  the  name  of  their  treasurer ;  and,  if  any 
action  should  be  brought  against  any  person^br  any  thing  done  Hn  r*'r2Q 
pursuance  of  the  acty  such  action  was  to  be  commenced  within 
six  calendar  months  after  the  fact  committed.  An  action  having  been 
brought  against  the  treasurer  for  an  injury  done  to  a  vessel  (within  one 
hundred  yards  of  the  entrance  of  the  docks)  by  reason  of  improper  direc- 
tions having  been  given  by  the  dock-master  in  transporting  her  into  the 
docks — it  was  held  that  the  giving  of  such  directions  was  a  thing  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  act  of  parliament,  and  that  the  action  ought  therefore  to 
have  been  brought  within  six  calendar  months  after  such  directions  were 
given.  [Wilde,  C.  J.,  referred  to  SeUick  v.  Smithy  11  J.  B.  Moore,  459, 
2  C.  &  P.  284.]  The  point  was  also  much  discussed  in  the  recent  case 
of  Charrinton  v.  Johnsorij  13  M.  &  W.  856.  The  cases  of  Morgan  v.  Pal' 
m<r,  2  B.  &  C.  729 ;  Palmer  y.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company ^ 
4  M.  &  W.  749 ;  and  Carpue  v.  T/ie  Brighton  Railway  Company^  5  Q. 
B.  647,  which  will  probably  be  relied  on  for  the  defendants,  are  plainly 
distinguishable.  In  the  first  of  these  cases,  the  matter  complained  of  could 
in  no  sense  be  said  to  be  an  act  done  by  virtue  or  under  colour  of  the 
defendant's  office  of  justice  of  the  peace :  in  the  last  two,  the  defendants 
were  acting  in  the  capacity  of  common  carriers,  and  were  therefore  altoge- 
ther out  of  the  protection  of  their  respective  acts.  Here,  however,  the 
company  were  clearly  acting  in  the  supposed  execution,  and  under  colour 
VOL.  ui.  56 
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pfy  the  act  of  parliament,  although  oot  in  obedieoce  to  it :  and  no  prudent 
person  could,  under  the  circufflstances,  have  advised  the  plaintiff  to  com- 
mence bis  action  without  a  previous  notice*  The  principle  of  construe* 
tion  applied  to  these  acts,  is,  that  if  there  be  any  ambiguity  in  the  clauses 
imposing  tolls  or  duties,  they  are  to  be  construed  most  strongly  against  the 
^nt  1  company,  and  in  favour  of  the  public  :(a)  BarreU  v.  *The  Stacks 
ton  and  Darlington  RoUway  Company ^  2  M.  &  G.  134,  2  Scott, 
N.  R.  337.(6)  As  well,  therefore,  upon  authority  as  upon  principle,  this  is 
a  case  in  which  notice  of  action  was  necessary.  A  notice  of  action  which 
had  not  supplied  the  information  here  given,  would  not  have  enabled  the 
defendants  to  tender  amends :  and,  if  the  notice  had  not  been  accompa- 
nied by  the  account  of  overcharges,  the  defendants  must  necessarily  have 
required  them  in  the  shape  of  particulars.  The  particulars  delivered  with 
the  declaration  do,  in  fact,  refer  to,  and  incorporate,  these  accounts. 
[Channellt  Serjt.,  intimated  that  he  should  insist,  that,  assuming  a  notice 
of  action  to  be  necessary,  the  master  was  not  justified  in  allowbg  the 
charge  to  the  extent  he  did.]  It  does  not  appear  from  the  affidavits  that 
any  such  point  was  made  before  the  master :  and  it  is  not  competent  to 
a  party  to  ask  for  a  reviewal  of  taxation,  upon  grounds  lor  the  first  time 
suggested  on  the  motion.  Clearly  the  plaintiff  is  not  precluded  by  the 
endorsement  of  the  writ  from  recovering  the  charges  in  question :  Bouh 
didgg  ▼.  Slaney,  2  N.  C.  142,  2  Scott,  197  ;(c)  Jacquot  v.  Boura,  5  H.  & 
W.  lbb,{d)  The  amount  to  be  allowed  was  purely  in  the  discretion  of 
the  master. 

Channdlj  Serjt.,  and  KeaHng^  in  support  of  the  rule*  It  will  not  be 
contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  their  right  to  notice  is 
affected  by  the  form  of  the  action.  But  it  is  insisted,  upon  the  authority 
of  Palmer  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company^  and  Carpue  v.  The 
Brighton  Railway  Company f  that  here  the  defendants  were  acting,  not  in 
pursuance  or  in  execution  of  the  powers  given  to  them  by  the  act,  but  as 
*7221  ^™^on  "^carriers.  In  the  former  of  those  cases,  the  act  of  inoor- 
^  poration,  3  W.  4,  c.  xxxiv.  s.  214,  provided  that  no  action,  fcc, 
should  be  brought,  &c.,  against  any  person, /or  any  thing  dane^  oromUted 
to  be  done  J  in  pursuance  of  the  act^  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powen  mr 
authorities^  &c.,  unless  fourteen  days'  previous  notice  in  writing  should 
be  given  by  the  parties  intending  to  commence  such  action,  &c.  In  as 
action  against  the  company,  (alleging  them  to  be  owners  and  proprietois 
of  the  railway,)  for  not  safely  carrying  and  couTeying  certain  horses  io 
their  carriages  on  the  railway,  whereby  one  was  killed,  and  others  wen 
injured :  it  was  held  that  the  company  were  not  entitled  to  notice  of  actiooi 

(a)  Such  a  copstruction  would  seem  rather  to  aasiit  those  who  coatanded  that  notiea  o^ 
action  was  not  necessary. 

(b)  Affirmed  in  error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  3  H.  &  O.  956,  3  SoMt,  JX  KW,wd. 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  7  M.  &  G.  870,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  641. 

(c)  S.  C.  par  fiom,  BowdUch  t.  SlafMy,  4  BowL  P.  C.  140. 
a  C.  per  fiom.  Jacfmd  t.  Bsmtu,  7  DowL  P.  C  93 1. 
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a9  £>F  a  thing  done,  or  omitttd  to  be  done,  in  purvuanoe  of  the  act 
Paeke,  B.,  in  delivering  th^  judgiMot  of  tbe  court,  there  says :  « If  the 
action  was  brought  against  tb^  railway  company  for  the  omission  of  some 
duty  imposed  upon  them  by  the  act,  this  notice  would  be  required.    U^ 
for  bstance,  it  was  founded  op  a  neglect  in  not  duly  fencing  the  railway, 
on  account  of  which  the  travelling  on  it  was  dangerous  to  those  passing 
along  it,  assuming  that  such  an  obligation  resulted  irom  the  180th  sec* 
tioB,  or  from  the  general  purview  of  the  act,  that  case  would  have  fallen 
within  the  214th  section.    But,  when  the  matter  is  looked  at  and  explained, 
it  appears  that  the  action  is  not  of  that  nature,  but  the  defendants  are  sued 
as  common  carriers,  who  have  received  nine  horses  for  the  purpose  of 
being  taken  to  their  journey 's  end,  which  they  have  not  so  delivered,  but 
that,  on  the  contrary,  one  has  been  killed,  and  others  severely  injured*  in 
consequence  of  an  accident  on  the  railroad ;  the  action  is  brought  against 
them,  therefore,  in  their  character  of  common  carriers  t  and  it  appears  to 
me  that  a  breach  of  their  duty  in  that  character  is  not  a  thing  omitted  to 
be  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  autho* 
rities  given  by  it.    The  act  does  not  compel  them  to  be  common  carriers ; 
it  only  enables  *them  to  be  so,  so  far  as  they  shall  think  fit ;  and,     rcjoo 
when  they  have  elected  to  become  so,  they  are  liable  in  that  cha-    ^ 
racter  in  the  same  way  that  other  common  carriers  are.^'    [Mauls,  J» 
What  the  company  did  in  that  case,  they  could  have  done  without  the 
assistance  of  the  act :  it  is  not  so  here.]    It  may  be  that  the  plauitiff 's 
remedy  arises  out  of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  yet  that  the  defendants 
derive  no  authority  or  protection  therefrom.     Carpw  v.  7%£  London  and 
Brighton  Railway  Company  is  precisely  in  pobt.    That  company,  by  their 
act,  7  W.  4,  ^  1  Vict.  c.  cxix.,  were  empowered  to  make  the  railway, 
which  all  persons  were  to  have  liberty  to  use  with  carriages,  &c.,  on  pay- 
ment to  the  company  of  tolls  regulated  by  the  act ;  the  company  were  also 
empowered  to  provide  locomotive  engines  on  the  railway,  and  to  charge 
for  the  use  of  them,  and  to  use  locomotive  engines  and  carriages  for  the 
conveyance  of  passengers,  goods,  &c.,  and  to  chai^ge  for  such  conveyance, 
in  addition  to  the  toll,  within  a  limited  amount :  and  it  was  enacted  that 
no  action  or  proceeding  should  be  prosecuted  against  any  person  or  cor* 
poration ybr  any  thing  done^  or  omUkd  to  ie  done,  i9i  pursuance  of  the  aet^ 
or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  authorities  given  by  it,  without  twenty 
days'  notice  in  writing,    A  declaration,  in  case,  against  the  company, 
charged  that  they  were  owners  of  the  railway,  and  of  carriages  used  by 
them  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers  along  it,  for  reward ;  that,  they 
being  owners  of  the  railway  and  carriages,  the  plaintiff,  at  their  request, 
became  a  passenger  in  one  of  the  carriages,  for  reward  to  them,  and  they 
received  him  as  such  passenger,  and  it  became  their  duty  to  use  due  care 
and  skill  in  conveying  him :  breach,  that  they  did  not  use  due  care  and 
skill  in  conveying  him ;  but  took  so  little  care,  and  so  negligently  and  unskil- 
fully conducted  themselves  in  carrying  him,  and  managing  the  carriage 
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*7241  ^°  ^vhich  he  vas  a  ^passenger,  the  train  to  which  it  was  attached, 
and  the  engine  whereby  it  was  drawn  npon  the  company ^s  rail- 
way, that  the  carriage  was  thrown  off  the  rails,  and  the  plaintiff  injured : 
it  was  held  that  no  notice  of  action  was  necessary,  the  company  being 
sued  in  their  capacity  of  carriers,  and  not  for  any  thing  done  or  omitted 
under  the  special  authority  of  the  act;  although,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  accident  occurred  from  a  speed  that  was  improper 
under  the  circumstances,  evidence  was  given  that  the  rails  were  defective 
at  the  spot. 

Assuming  this  case  to  be  governed  by  the  223d  section  of  the  act,  and 
that  a  notice  of  action  was  necessary,  the  master  was  not  justified  in  allow- 
ing so  large  a  sum  as  133/.  12^.  2d.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  This  point  was  not 
made  before  the  master.  Upon  a  motion  of  this  sort,  the  affidavits  ought 
distinctly  to  point  to  the  particular  objection,  and  to  show  that  the  atten- 
tion of  the  officer  was  called  to  it.]  The  rule  of  court  of  Hilary  term, 
2  W.  4,  §  II.,  contemplates  that  the  defendant  shall  in  all  cases  have  the 
option  of  staying  the  proceedings  upon  payment  of  the  sum  endorsed  on 
the  writ  for  debt  and  costs.  The  plaintiff  clearly  could  not,  in  that  endorse- 
ment, claim  the  costs  of  such  a  notice  as  this.(a)  [Maule,  J.  The  only 
authority  for  giving  costs  at  all,  is  the  statute  of  Gloucester,  6  Edw.  1 ,  c.  1, 
which  gives  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  his  «  writ  purchased :"  why  may 
not  the  costs  of  the  notice  be  included  in  the  endorsement  as  part  of  the 
costs  of  the  writ  purchased  ?J  The  language  of  the  rule  shows  what  costs 
were  intended. 

'  CoLTMAN,  J.(i)  This  case  appears  to  me  to  be  distinguishable  from 
*72^1  P^i^^  ^*  The  *  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  and  Carpuev. 
The  London  and  Brighton  Railway  Company.  In  those  cases, 
the  companies  were  in  the  performance  of  the  ordinary  duties  of  common 
carriers.  Here,  however,  the  defendants  were  professing  to  act  solely  and 
entirely  under  the  authority  of  their  acts  of  parliament.  They  were,  there- 
fore, clearly  entitled  to  notice  of  action.  If  there  was  any  ground  for 
objecting  to  the  amount  of  the  charge  for  such  notice,  that  should  have 
been  urged  before  the  master.  That  was  not  done ;  the  only  point  made 
being  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of  any  costs 
incurred  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  subject-matter  of 
charge  in  this  action  clearly  was  a  thing  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  in 
pursuance  of  the  act.  The  act  enables  the  company  to  carry  goods,  charg- 
ing a  sum  consisting  of  such  toll  as  they  choose  to  take,  plus  a  reasona- 
ble sum  for  the  carriage.  The  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  are  in  reality 
trying  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  (which  makes  no  difference)  whether, 
under  the  act^  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  charge  certain  prices.    It  is 

(a)  The  endorsement  is  to  state  the  amoant  of  the  debt,  and  « the  amoant  of  what  the  plain* 
liff*8  atfioriiey  o]xam%forth»  cottt  of  tueh  writ  arprtictu^  arntt, or  coyy  and  tervkt,  amdaUmiaaa 
to  recevoe  debt  and  eoiU." 

(6)  Wilde,  C.  J^  haTiog  been  of  counsel  in  the  cause,  took  no  part  in  tlie  judgment 
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scarcely  possible  to  conceite  a  case  more  distinctly  within  the  purview  of 
the  act.  The  company  were  doing  what  they  considered  to  be  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  act :  and  therefore  the  case  is  clearly  one  in  which  a  notice 
of  action  was  necessary.  The  act  of  parliament  in  question  passed  after 
the  making  of  the  rule  requiring  the  endorsement  of  the  debt  and  costs. 
on  the  writ ;  and  it,  in  effect,  provides  that  no  writ  shall  issue  against  the 
company  for  any  thing  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  in  pursuance  of  the* 
act,  or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  authorities  given  by  it,  unless 
twenty  days'  previous  notice  shall  have  been  given.  It  would  be  a  very, 
unjust  thing  if  the  company  could  defeat  the  '^action  if  no  notice  r«726' 
^vere  given,  and  yet  have  the  option  of  avoiding  the  costs  of  such 
a  notice  by  paying  the  sum  demanded,  and  45«.  for  the  writ  and  service, , 
within  the  four  days.  • 

I  think  the  amount  was  proper  for  the  master's  consideration.  It  does, 
not  appear  to  have  been  suggested  before  him  that  the  sum  charged  was. 
excessive ;  it  is  therefore  clearly  too  late  to  urge  that  objection  now. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged,  with  costs.     , 


BRADLEY  ».  GRAY.  Jfov.ll. 

In  debt  on  a  judgment,  the  declaration  alleged  that  tiie  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against ' 
th|9  defendant  "in  the  court  of  our  lady  the  queen,  of  her  Bench  here  at  Westminister,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex."     The  defendant  pleaded  "  that  there  was  not  any  record  of  the 
said  supposed  recovery  remaining  in  the  said  court  of  our  lady  the  queen,  before  the  queen' 
herself  at  Westminster,  (named  in  the  declaration  the  court  of  our  lady  the  queen  of  her. 
Bench  at  Westminster,)  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged."     The  plaintiff 
replied,  "  that  there  was  such  a  record  of  the  said  recovery  remaining  in  the  said  court  of 
our  lady  the  queen  of  her  Bench  here,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  the  said, 
declaration  above  alleged :" — 

Hdd^  that  the  plaintiff  proved  the  affirmative  of  the  issue,  by  the  production  of  a  record  of 
a  judgment  recovered  in  this  court 

J 

Debt,  upon  a  judgment.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  on, 
&c,f  in  the  court  of  our  lady  the  queen  of  her  Bench  here,  at  Westmin- 
ster, in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  by  the  consideration  and  judgment  of. 
the  said  court,  recovered  against  the  defendant,  as  well  a  certain  debt  of  18/., 
as  also  8/.  I85.,  which,  in  and  by  the  said  court  of  our  said  lady  the  queen 
of  the  Bench,  were  then  adjudged  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  damages  which 
he  had  sustained,  as  well  by  reason  of  the  detention  of  the  said  debt,  as 
for  his  costs  and  charges,  &c. 

.  To  this  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  there  is  not  any  record  of  the  said 
supposed  recovery  remaining  in  the  *said  court  of  our  lady  the  r«7Q7. 
queen,  before  the  queen  herself  at  Westminster,  (named  in  the 
declaration  the  court  of  our  lady  the  queen,  of  her  Bench  at  Westminster,] 
in  manner  and  form  as  iq,  the  declaration  above  alleged. 
.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that  there  is  such  a  record  of  the  said  recovery 
remaining  in  the  said  court  (^  our  ladv  the  queen,  of  her  Bench  here,  in 

2P 
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ttianner  and  htta  ns  the  plaintiff  hath  in  the  said  declaration  above 
alleged  4 

Pearson^  for  the  plaintiff,  now  ptayed  judgment,  upon  production  of  the 
f^cord  of  a  judgment  of  thin  oo«rt|  eorreaponding  with  that  mentioned  ia 
the  declaration. 

iMshf  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that  the  record  produced  did  not  sas^ 
tain  the  iMie,  the  declaration  in  effect  stating  a  judgment  recovered  in  the 
court  of  Queen's  Bench,  though  stating  it  informally ;  and  that  the  plaintiff . 
could  not  asse.^  that  the  plea  was  not  an  answer  to  the  action,  fer,  in  that 
case,  no  bsue  proper  being  joined,  he  could  have  no  judgment. 

Pearson^  for  the  plaintiff  The  declaration  describes  with  a  sufficient 
degree  of  accuracy  a  judgment  of  this  court.  It  certainly  does  not  accu* 
rately  describe  a  judgment  recovered  in  the  Queen's  Bench.  The  ordi- 
nary style  of  that  court  is — <•  The  court  of  our  lady  the  queen  before  the 
queen  heraelf." 

If  there  is  in  this  respect  a  Variance,  it  may,  according  to  the  qiinioa 
of  ALDEftsoK,  B.,  in  Hop/dm  v.  Francis,  13  M.  &  W.  668,  2  D.  &  L.  664, 
14  Law  J.,  Exch.  N.  S.  207,  be  amended  under  the  9  G.  4,  c.  15.  If  it 
be  possible  so  to  do,  the  court  will  read  the  plea  in  such  a  sense  as  to  make 
*7281  ^^  ^  ^^^  answer,  in  point  of  *law  to  the  declaration ;  and,  as  the 
declaration  substantially  alleges  a  judgment  recovered  in  this  court, 
according  to  the  language  of  the  judgment  upon  such  an  issue  as  here 
joined,(a)— ^«  it  sufficiently  appears  to  the  court  that  there  is  such  a  record 
of  recovery  against  him  the  said  defendant  at  the  suit  of  the  said  plaintiff, 
as  he  the  said  plaintiff  hath  above  in  that  behalf  alleged." 

Wilde,  C.  J.  There  has  been  considerable  want  of  care  and  caution 
in  this  case  on  both  sides.  But,  upon  the  whole,  I  am  inclined  to  think 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment.  The  declaration  states  that  the  plain- 
tiff recovered  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  « in  the  court  of  our  hdj 
the  queen,  of  her  Bench  here,  at  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
sex." That,  though  not  very  accurate,  is  still,  I  think,  a  sufficient  descrip- 
tion of  this  court :  at  all  events,  it  would  be  much  more  inaccurate  tf 
applied  to  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench.  The  defendant  pleads,  that  there 
is  not  any  record  of  the  said  supposed  recovery  remaining  in  the  said  onut 
of  our  lady  the  queen,  before  the  queen  herself,  at  Westminster,  (named 
in  the  declaration  the  court  of  our  lady  the  queen,  of  her  Bench  at  We^- 
minster,}  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged :  thus  identiiy- 
ing  the  court  as  the  court  before  mentioned,  but  choosing  to  give  it  an 
incorrect  description.  The  plea  must  be  read  as  intended  to  be  an  answer 
to  the  declaration.  The  answer  in  substance  is,  that  there  is  no  such  record 
as  alleged  in  the  declaration.  If  the  plea  had  merely  alleged  that  theie 
Was  not  any  record  of  the  said  supposed  recovery  remaining  in  theaddccnatf 
4^291  ^^  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  that  would  have 
been  sufficient :  and  the  effect  *of  the  plea  is  not  varied  fay  giviag 

(a)  Sm  ridd't  Fomu,  8th  edit  2d6 ;  and  toe  Impejr,  C  P.  330. 
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the  coart  a  different  name,  yet  pointing  to  the  court  mentioned  in  the 
deelaration,  and  showing  that  it  is  intended  to  traverse  the  allegation 
therein  in  manner  and  form.  Then  comes  the  replication^  re-asserting  that 
there  if  such  a  record  of  the  said  recovery,  remaining  in  the  said  court  of 
oar  lady  the  queen^  of  her  Bench  here,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiflf 
had  in  the  declaration  above  alleged.  It  appears  to  me  that  that  sufficiently 
presents  an  issue — ^whether  or  not  there  is  such  a  record  as  is  mentioned 
in  the  declaration  and  in  the  replication ;  and^  consequently,  that  the  plain^ 
tiff,  by  the  producti(»i  of  the  record  showing  a  judgment  recovered  in  this 
court,  sustains  his  issue  against  the  defendant  It  will  be  open  to  the 
defendant,  if  so  advised,  to  question  this  decision  by  writ  of  error. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  The  view  taken  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  is  probably 
the  correct  one ;  but  there  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  another  view  that  would 
equally  justify  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  assuming  that  the  declaration 
sufficiently  alleges  a  judgment  recovered  in  this  court.  The  defendant 
pleads  no  record  of  a  judgment  in  the  Queen's  Bench.  He  has,  there- 
fore, confessed  the  declaration,  and  has  suggested  nothing  that  amounts 
to  an  answer  to  it.  Whether  any  proper  issue  is  joined  or  not,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  whole  record. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment.  The  issue 
of  fiul  tid  record  involves  two  questions,  one  of  fact,  and  one  of  law.  The 
first  is,  whether  such  a  record,  as  is  alleged,  does  in  fact  exist ;  the  second 
is,  what  judgment  is  to  be  pronounced  upon  the  fact  of  the  existence  of 
such  a  record  as  is  produced.  Issue  being  joined,  a  day  is  given  for  the 
production  of  the  record  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  which  is  the 
^record  about  which  the  inquiry  is  instituted.  Now,  the  declara-'  r«73A 
tion  in  this  case  professes  to  describe  a  record  of  a  judgment  re- 
covered in  this  court,  not  with  strict  technical  accuracy,  but  so  describing 
it  as  to  show  beyond  doubt  that  this  is  the  court  that  is  meant.  That 
being  so,  it  appears  that  the  record  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies,  is  a 
record  of  this  court.  I  am  disposed  to  think  the  true  sense  of  the  plea 
IS  to  be  taken  to  be,  a  denial  of  the  existence  of  such  a  record  as  is  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration,  with  an  unimportant  comment  upon  the  deserip-» 
lion  of  the  court  in  tbe  declaration.  But,  if  this  were  otherwise,  the  plea 
would  stand  upon  the  footing  of  one  introducing  new  matter  having  no- 
thing to  do  with  the  real  point  in  question  between  the  parties.  In  either 
view  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

If  we  are  wrong  in  the  sense  we  impute  to  the  plea,  the  defendant  will 
have  a  remedy  by  writ  of  error. 
V.  Williams,  J,,  concurred.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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PILBROW  V.  PILBROW'8  ATMOSPHERIC  RAILWAY  AND  CANAL 

PROPULSION  Company.     JVbi».  23. 

A  writ  of  summons  describing  a  public  company,  as  ^  now  or  late  carrpng  on  businesB  h 
King  William  street,  in  the  city  of  London,**  was  served  upon  a  director  at  Bamet,  in 
Middlesex : — Hdd,  that  both  writ  and  service  were  irregular. (a) 

The  plaintiiT  had  obtained  letters-patent  for  alleged  <<  improvements  in 
the  machinery  for,  or  a  new  method  of,  propelling  carriages  on  railways," 
&c.  On  the  11th  and  12th  of  June,  1845,  he  by  deed  granted  to  the 
*7.^11  d^f'^'^d^nts, — a  company  that  had,  on  the  31st  of  *May  preceding, 
obtained  a  certificate  of  complete  registration  under  the  sixth  sec- 
tion of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  intituled  <<  An  act  for  the  registration, 
incorporation,  and  regulation  of  joint-stock  companies," — the  sole  license 
and  authority  to  use  the  letters-patent,  for  certain  considerations  therein 
mentioned.  In  the  register  the  company  was  described  as  of  c<No.  6, 
King  William  Street,  in  the  city  of  London." 

An  action  having  been  commenced  against  the  company  to  enforce  the 
performance  of  these  contracts,  the  writ  described  them  as  **  Pilbrow's 
Atmospheric  Railway  and  Canal  Propulsion  Company,  now  or  late  carry- 
ing on  business  in  King  William  street,  in  the  city  of  London."  For  the 
purpose  of  serving  the  writ  upon  the  secretary  of  the  company,  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  caused  inquiry  to  be  made  at  No.  6,  King  William  street, 
and  ascertained  that  the  company  had  given  up  the  office^  and  that  neither 
the  secretary  nor  any  other  officer  then  attended  there.  The  plaintiff  there- 
upon sent  the  writ  of  summons,  and  a  copy,  to  the  solicitors  of  the  com- 
pany, who,  however,  declined  to  give  an  undertaking  to  appear  thereto. 
The  plaintiff  then  caused  a  copy  of  the  writ  to  be  served  upon  Francis 
John  Lambert,  one  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  «  who  had  acted  in 
the  concerns  of  the  said  company,  and  testified  by  his  signature  his  assent 
to  the  common  seal  of  the  said  company  being  affixed  to  the  contracts  or 
deeds  of  the  11th  and  12th  of  June  ;"  Lambert  being  the  only  director, 
except  two,  then  resident  in  England.  The  service  was  effected  at  Lam- 
bert's residence,  New  Lodge,  near  Barnet,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
which,  it  was  sworn,  was  not  within  two  hundred  yards  of  the  border  of 
the  city  of  London. 

BovUlj  on  a  former  day  in  this  term, — upon  affidavits  disclosing  the 
*7^21  ^^^^^  facts,  and  also  alleging  that  *Lambert  had  not  been  served 
with  any  other  process  in  the  said  action  than  the  copy  annexed 
to  the  affidavit  as  before  described ;  that  he  never  had  resided,  or  had  any 
place  of  business  or  abode,  or  carried  on  any  business,  at  King  William 
street,  in  the  city  of  I^ondon ;  that,  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  said 
writ,  the  company  had  not,  and  from  thence  hitherto  had  not  had,  any 
office,  place  of  business,  clerk,  secretary,  treasurer,  officer,  director,  agent, 
or  servant  at  King  William  street  aforesaid ;  that  Lambert  was  not,  nor 

(a)  Vid0]pyM,735(6). 
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ever  had  been,  a  head  of&cer,  clerk,  or  t  asurer,  or  secretary  of  the  said 
company,  or  an  agent  or  officer  employed  by  the  said  company ;  that  the 
deponent  (Lambert)  verily  believed  that  he  was  intentionally  served  with 
the  said  copy  writ  of  summons,  as  a  member  of  tlie  said  company,  for 
the  purpose  of  founding  further  proceedings  upon  such  service  against 
the  said  company ;  and  that  the  said  company  had  not  been  incorporated 
by  any  act  of  parliament  passed  since  the  passing  of  the  company's 
clauses'  consolidation  act,  1845,^-obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  , 
writ  of  summons  and  copy,  and  the  service  thereof,  or  some  or  one  of 
them,  with  costs.  The  objections  were — to  the  writ,  that  it  contained  no 
sufficient  description  of  the  residence  of  the  company — and,  to  the  service, 
that  it  had  not  been  effected  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  company's 
clauses'  consolidation  act,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  s.  135;  (a)  that  Lambert  was 
not  so  connected  with  the  company  as  to  make  a  service  upon  him  bind- 
ing upon  *the  company ;  (6)  and  that  it  was  effected  in  a  foreign  rttjoo 
county. 

Td/ourdy  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause.  This  is  not  a  writ  within  the 
terms  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  39,  s.  1  :(c)  and  every  thing  has  been  done  that 
under  the  circumstances  could  be  done  to  comply  with  the  135th  section 
of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16.  In  Hill  v.  Harvey,  2  C,  M.  &  R.  407,  5  Tyrwh. 
971, 1  Gale,  185, 4  Dowl.  P.  C.  163,  it  was  held  sufficient  to  describe  a  de- 
fendant, in  a  writ  of  capias,  as  « late  of  Devonshire-Terrace,  New  Road,"no 
other  residence  or  means  of  description  being  known  :  and  in  Welsh  v.  Lang' 
fofiy  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  498,  «  Captain  Langford,  of  the  Hon.  East-India  Com- 
pany's ship  Kelly  Castle,  and  now  most  likely  to  be  found  at  the  East-India 
House,  in  the  city  of  London,"  was  held  sufficient, — being  a  place  at  which 
the  defendant  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  met  with.  With  respect 
to  the  service  on  Lambert,  the  writ  being  against  the  company  only  by 
their  corporate  name,  he  is  not  in  a  situation  to  appear  here  to  object  to 
the  writ  or  the  service,  without  identifying  himself  with  the  company. 
\(:!hanMa,  Seijt.,  referred  to  Stevenson  v.  Thome,  13  M.  &  W.  149,  2  D. 
&  L.  230,  where  it  was  held  that  a  party  so  served  was  at  liberty  to  appear 
and  urge  an  objection  to  the  writ,  without  admitting  himself  to  rtt'joA 
be  the  company,  *or  a  member  of  the  company.]  That  case  dif> 
fers  from  the  present,  inasmuch  as  here  the  parties  sued  are  a  corporation. 

(a)  Which  exiacts  that  <<any  summons  or  noticCf  or  any  writ  or  other  proceeding,  at  law 
or  in  equity,  requiring  to  be  mrved  upon  the  company,  may  be  served  by  the  same  being 
left  at,  or  transmitted  through  the  post  directed  to^  the  principal  office  of  the  company,  or  one 
of  their  principal  offices,  where  there  shaU  be  more  than  one,  or  being  given  personally  to 
the  secretary,  or,  in  case  there  be  no  secretary,  then  by  being  given  to  any  one  director  oTtha 
company." 

{If)  "Hie  seventh  section  of  the  7  W.  4,  &  1  Vict  c.  76,  enacts  that  "  every  writ  of  sununoni 
unied  against  a  corporation  aggregate,  may  be  served  on  the  mayor  or  odier  head  officer,  or 
on  the  town-clerk,  clerk,  treasurer,  or  secretary  of  such  corporation.** 

(0  Which  prescribes  the  form  of  the  writ  of  summons,  and  enacts,  that,  **  in  every  such 
vnt,  and  copy  thereof^  the  place  and  county  of  the  residence  or  supposed  residence  of  the 
puty  defendant,  or  wherein  the  defendant  shall  be,  or  shall  be  supposed  to  be,  shaU  be  men- 
tioned f  «  and  every  such  writ  may  be  served,  in  die  manner  heretofore  used,  in  the  county 
therein  me&tioQed,  or  whfain  300  yards  of  the  border  thereof,  and  not  elsewhere.''- 
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[Maule,  J.     You  seek  to  charge  the  company  by  means  of  a  service  that 
would  ultimately  found  an  application  for  leave  to  issue  a  scire/acias  against 
Lambert :  if  he  cannot  now  object  to  the  writ  and  service,  when  may  be 
do  so  ?]     That  certainly  seems  to  be  an  answer  to  the  objection  to  his 
being  now  heard.     [Maule,  J.     Supposing  that  difficulty  could  be  got 
over,  how  can  you  justify  a  service  of  this  writ  in  the  county  of  Middle^ 
isex?    The  only  use  of  naming  a  county  at  all  in  the  writ  of  sumnaons 
is,  to  point  out  where  the  plaintifi* chooses  to  serve  it.]     King- William 
street  being  the  only  place  of  which  the  company  could  be  described,  the 
writ  could  not  issue  in  any  other  form.     The  first  section  of  the  2  W.  4, 
c.  39,  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  corporations,  whose  members  may  all 
ceside  out  of  the  county  or  place  where  the  business  of  the  corporation  is 
carried  on.     [Coltman,  J.     Why  could  you  not  have  applied  for  a  dis^ 
trivgasf]    There  would  be  great  difficulty  in  making  such  an  affidavit  as 
would  satisfy  the  court  or  a  judge,  that  sufficient  diligence  had  been  used 
to  serve  the  writ  of  summons.     [Coltman,  J.     It  does  not  occur  to  me 
that  there  could  be  much  difficulty  in  making  an  affidavit  that  would  sat- 
isfy the  requisitions  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  39,  s.  3.]    It  may  well  be  doubled 
whether  a  distringas  could  issue  against  an  incorporated  company.    The 
court  would  require  the  affidavit  to  show  attempts  to  serve  the  writ  at  the 
dwelling-house.     [Maule,  J.     That  is  not  required  by  the  act  of  parlia* 
ment,  but  is  merely  a  condition  imposed  by  the  practice  of  the  court.     It 
may  be  that  a  public  company  that  has  not  taken  the  proper  steps  to  effect 
*7351     ^^  dissolution,(a)  is  not  in  a  situation  to  say  it  *has  no  public  offi- 
cer.]    In  Evans  v.  The  Dublin  and  Drogheda  Railway  Company, 
14  M.  &  W.  142,  2  D.  &  L.  865,  the  court  of  Exchequer  held  the  service 
of  a  writ  of  summons  on  a  director  of  the  company  in  this  country  to  be 
bad,  their  office  being  in  Dublin :  but,  there,  the  act  incorporating  the 
company  provided  a  particular  mode  of  service,  and  the  company  was 
not  directly  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  courts. 

ChanneUj  Seijt.,  and  Bovilly  in  support  of  the  rule.  No  particular 
mode  of  service  being  prescribed,  the  plaintiflf  was  bound  to  sue  out  his 
writ  in  conformity  to  the  directions  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  39,  s.  1.  If  the  exist- 
ing place  of  business  of  the  company  were  unknown,  it  might  be  suffi- 
cient to  describe  them  as  (<late  of  No.  6  King- William  street,  in  the  cit; 
of  London:"  Jforman  v.  Winter,  5  N.  C.  279,  7  Scott,  251,  7  Dowl.  P. 
C.  304.  The  company  being  so  described  in  the  register,  they  might  be 
precluded  from  saying  that  they  had  no  place  of  business  there.  The 
introduction  to  the  words  «  or  late"  creates  an  ambiguity  that  makes  the 
writ  bad.  The  2  W.  4,  c.  39,  s.  1,  expressly  requires  "the  place  and 
county  of  the  residence  or  supposed  residence  (ft)  of  the  party  defeodaot" 

• 

(a)  Under  the  9  &  10  Vict  cap.  28. 
'   (6)  In  the  case  of  an  ineorporated  company— «n  incorporeal  defendant— a  mere  ent  ratwtit, 
»ia«t?ng  odIj  in  contemplation  of  law,  whose  residence  is  in  nubUnu — a  different  mode  of  £e^ 
vioe  is  provided ;  supri,  733  (a).     Qnttrtj  whether  this  registered  company  is  not  pisced 
^e  same  position  as  an  incorporated  company;  vide  ante,  16,  730,  733  j^6),  (c).  • 
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to  be  mentioned  in  the  writ,  and  the  service  to  be  « in  the  county  therein 
mentioned,  or  within  two  hundred  yards  of  the  border  thereof,  and  not 
elsewhere."  A  service  in  one  county,  of  a  writ  directed  to  a  party  as 
-vsident  in  another,  clearly  cannot  be  sustained. 

*WiLDE,  C.  J.  This  case  comes  before  the  court  upon  two  r»7ag 
distinct  objections — first,  that  the  writ  of  summons  is  irregular  on 
the  fece  of  it,  for  not  correctly  describing  <«the  residence  or  supposed 
residence  of  the  party  defendant" — ^^econdly,  that  the  service  has  not 
been  in  compliance  with  the  statute  2  W.  4,  c.  39.  The  act  requires  the 
place  and  county  of  the  residence,  or  supposed  residence,  of  the  party 
defendant,  to  be  mentioned  in  the  writ.  Here,  the  writ  describes  the 
defendants  as  «  now  or  late  carrying  on  business  in  King- William  street, 
in  the  city  of  London."  This  is  very  ambiguous.  If  the  plaintiff*  had 
meant  to  treat  Barnet  as  the  place  of  residence  of  this  company, — which 
possibly  he  might  have  done, — he  should  have  said  so  in  distinct  terms. 
Or,  it  might  be  that  the  company  would  be  bound  by  a  description  of  them 
as  of  the  place  of  which  they  are  described  in  the  register.  But,  upon 
the  face  of  it,  this  writ  does  not  conform  to  the  practice :  and  the  objec- 
tion is  one  that  cannot  be  cured. 

Then,  as  to  the  service.  The  place  of  residence  described  in  the  writ 
is,  in  the  city  of  London.  Lambert  was  served  at  Barnet,  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex.  The  first  section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  39,  requires  the  service 
to  be  at  the  place  of  residence  mentioned  in  the  writ.  Apart  from  any 
question  as  to  boundary,  a  service  out  of  the  county  mentioned  in  the  writ, 
is  bad. 

Both  objections,  therefore,  must  prevail.  It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  con- 
sider how  the  process  might  properly  have  been  served :  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  the  mode  of  service  here  adopted  is  clearly  irregular. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  In  the  case  of  a  writ  of  summons  sued  out  against  an 
mdividual,  it  would  not  suffice  to  describe  him  as  «  now  or  late  of,"  &c. 
And  I  see  no  reason  for  departing  from  the  proper  course  in  the  case  of 
process  against  an  incorporated  company. 

*With  regard  to  the  service,  the  statute  expressly  requires  the     r«7Q7 
service  of  the  writ  to  be  in  the  county  therein  mentioned,  or  within 
two  hundred  yards  of  the  border. 

Both  writ  and  service,  therefore,  in  this  case,  are  clearly  bad,  and  must 
be  set  aside. 

Maule,  and  V.  Williams,  Js.,  concurred.  Rule  absolute. 
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Th«  defendant  having  obtained  judgment  upon  demurren  to  two  pleas,  each  going  to  the  whole 
cause  of  action,  and  there  remaining  issues  of  fact  untried — the  court  refused  to  compel  die 
defendant  to  enter  a  general  judgment  of  nil  capiat  per  bmej  in  order  that  the  plaintiff  mi^ 
bring  a  writ  of  error  without  going  down  to  trial  upon  the  issues  of  ftcL 

Debt,  on  a  bond  given  by  the  defendant  and  others  under  the  statute 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  llOy  s.  8.  The  defendant  pleaded  eight  pleas,  each  of 
M'hich  went  to  the  whole  cause  of  action.(a)  Upon  the  first  and  third, 
issues  in  fact  were  joined,  and  to  the  rest,  the  plaintiff  demurred.  The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  on  the  fourth,  sixth,  seventh,  and  eighth  pleas,  and 
the  defendant,  on  the  second  and  fifth. 

llie  defendant  having  signed  judgment  on  the  second  and  fifth  pleas, 
and  the  issues  on  the  first  and  third  remaining  undisposed  of. 

Mannings  Serjt.,  in  Trinity  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
defendant  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  enter  up  judgment  of  nil 
capiat  per  breve,  or  why,  in  default  thereof,  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  at 
liberty  to  do  so  for  him.  He  submitted,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant 
had  obtained  judgment  upon  pleas  which  went  to  the  whole  cause  of 
action,  and  therefore  the  issues  in  fact  had  become  immaterial,  and  the 
judge  at  nisi  prius  would,  as  to  them,  be  justified  in  discharging  the  jaiy, 
*7381  ^^  court  ought  to  interpose,  to  prevent  the  *delay  and  expense 
of  going  down  to  an  inquiry  that,  so  long  as  the  present  judgment 
stands,  must  be  fruitless. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  and  Jones^  showed  cause.  The  defendant  has  already 
signed  judgment  on  the  two  issues  determined  in  his  favour.  The  court 
has  no  power  to  compel  him  to  do  more.  The  object  of  this  motion  is,  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  error,  which  he  cannot  do  in  the 
present  imperfect  state  of  the  record :  Tolson  v.  JSTaye,  6  M.  &  G.  596, 
7  Scott,  N.  R.  222.  The  defendant,  notwithstanding  the  two  issues  of 
law  found  for  him,  has  an  undoubted  right  to  insist  upon  the  issues  in  fact 
being  also  disposed  of:  they  cannot  be  struck  out  without  his  consent: 
Beckham  v.  Knight,  7  Scott,  346,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  409 ;  Garden  v.  Tfe  Ce- 
neral  Cemetery  Company,  7  Scott,  348,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  425 ;  Tinkler  v. 
Rowland,  4  Ad.  &  E.  868,  6  N.  &  M.  848. 

Manning,  Seijt.,  in  support  of  his  rule.  Beckham  v.  Knight  and  Garden 
v.  The  General  Cemetery  Company  proceeded  upon  the  authority  of  Met- 
4Mlfe^s  case,  11  Co.  Rep.  38  a,  which  was  before  the  statute  of  Anne, 
4  &  5  Ann.  c.  16.  And  even  the  rule  laid  down  in  Metcalfe^ $  case  was 
subject  to  several  exceptions.  The  law  upon  the  point  is  veiy  cleariy 
propounded  in  a  note  to  Lawe  v.  King,  1  Wms.  Saund.  80,  n.  (1),  6th  edit., 
where  it  is  said :  «  Hence  it  seems  to  follow,  that,  where  the  defendant's 
plea  goes  to  bar  the  action,  if  the  plaintiff  demurs  to  it,  and  the  demurrer 
is  detexBiined  in  favour  of  the  plea,  judgment  of  nil  capiat  shall  be  entered, 

(a)  Antd,  VoL  IL  p.  367. 
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notwithstanding  there  may  be  also  one  or  more  issues  in  fact ;  because, 
upon  the  vrhole,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action.     So, 
where  several  pleas  are  pleaded,  since  the  statute  4  &  6  Ann.  c.  16,  all  of 
them  going  to  destroy  the  action,  and  one  or  more  issues  are  joined  on 
some  of  the  pleas,  and  there  are  one  *or  more  demurrers  to  the     ^11709 
rest,  if  the  court  determine  the  demurrers  in  favour  of  the  defend- 
ant before  the  issues  are  tried,  they  shall  not  be  tried ;  and,  if  after  the* 
trial,  it  will  make  no  difference ;  for,  in  each  case,  judgment  of  nil  capiat 
shall  be  given  against  the  plaintiff."     There  are  many  cases  in  which  the 
jury  have  been  discharged  from  finding  any  verdict  upon  issues  that  have 
become  immaterial,  in  consequence  of  the  decision  of  one  disposing  of  the 
whole  cause  of  action.     [Maule,  J.     Not  since  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4, 
reg.  74,  giving  to  each  party  the  costs  of  such  issues  as  they  may  re- 
spectively have  succeeded  upon.]    Such  a  construction  would  give  a  very 
mischievous  degree  of  activity  to  the  new  rules.     [Maule,  J.     In  Fry  v. 
MonckloTiy  2  M.  &  Rob.  303,  (a)  I  decided,  after  argument,  that  I  was 
bound  to  try  issues  joined  on  several  special  pleas  of  justification,  although 
it  was  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict 
on  a  plea  that  went  to  the  whole  cause  of  action.]     There,  the  judge  was 
at  liberty  to  try  the  issues  if  he  pleased  ;  and  there  was  no  opportunity  to 
review  his  decision  as  to  the  obligation  to  try.     [Coltman,  J.     Why  should 
we  deprive  the  defendant  of  his  right  to  try  the  other  two  issues  ?]     If  a 
judgment  of  nil  capiat  per  breve  is  entered,  the  defendant  will  not  want 
those  issues :  the  court  of  error  would  give  the  same  judgment  that  this 
court  ought  to  have  given,  upon  the  whole  record,  and  it  would  award  a 
venire  facias  to  try  the  issues,  if,  by  reason  of  the  reversal  of  the  judgment 
of  ml  capiat  upon  the  demurrers,  those  issues  became  material.     In  Tolsan 
V.  Kaye^  the  court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  was  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
of  nil  capiat  was  not  warranted  by  the  state  of  the  record,  and  was  erro- 
neous ;  and,  upon  the  ground  of  the  judgment  of  nil  capiat  (which  in 
that  case  was  actually  entered)  being  erroneous^  they  quashed  the  writ  of 
error.     Nor  would  this  court  be  bound  by  a  decision  of  the  Exchequer 
•Chamber,  when  not  acting  as  a  court  of  error,  but — in  giving    t^'jaq 
judgment  juod  cassetur  breve — acting  as  a  court  of  original  juris- 
diction.    Whichever  way  the  issues  on  the  first  and  third  pleas  may  be 
found,  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  nil  capiat  per  breve. 
[Coltman,  J.     Then  you  will  perhaps  consent  now  that  a  verdict  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendant  upon  those  issues.]     The  plaintiff,  of  course,  will 
not  forego  his  right  to  reverse  the  judgment  upon  the  demurrers,  by  con- 
senting to  an  untrue  entry.    [Coltman,  J.    How  would  the  judgment  now 
entered  in  the  masters'  book  be  expanded  upon  the  record  ?]     In  the  form 
now  proposed.     The  entry  is  correct  as  far  as  it  goes,  but  it  is  inadequate 
to  the  occasion.     [Coltman,  J.     Substantially,  you  are  calling  upon  us 
to  compel  the  defendant  to  do  just  that  which  he  has  already  done.]     The 

(a)  And  see  9  DowL  P.  C.  967. 
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trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  would  be  nugatory.  [M aul£,  J.  Suppose  perjury 
committed  at  the  trial,  do  you  say  it  could  not  be  assigned  ?]  If  the  trial 
took  place,  however  vexatiously,  it  might  in  one  event,  possibly,  not  be 
a^ogether  immaterial. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  (a)  It  may  be  that  the  defendant  is,  in  the  present  state 
of  this  record,  entitled,  if  he  thinks  fit,  (6)  to  enter  a  judgment  of  nt/coptaj 
per  brevCf  as  suggested  in  the  note  to  Lawe  v.  King.  However,  if  that  be 
so,  that  is  a  benefit  which  the  law  has  given  him  :  but  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  that  he  Is  bound  to  avail  himself  of  it  until  the  record  is  complete. 
Notwithstanding  the  judgment  of  this  court  in  his  favour,  the  defendaii> 
may  think  the  case  not  free  fix)m  difficulty,  and  may  choose  to  take  his 
chance  of  establishing  a  better  defence  at  nisi  prius.  I  think  we  have  no 
right  to  deprive  him  of  the  opportunity  (c)  of  so  doing. 
m'TAi'i  *Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  defendant  in  this 
case,  pursuant  to  the  right  given  to  him  by  the  statute  of  Anne, 
and  the  decisions  of  the  courts  upon  its  construction,  has  pleaded  eight 
pleas.  Upon  two  of  them,  each  going  to  the  whole  cause  of  action,  he 
has  obtained  a  decision  in  his  favour  upon  demurrer :  replications  ha?e 
been  pleaded  to  other  two,  upon  which  the  defendant  has  joined  issue. 
The  proper  mode  of  disposing  of  those  issues  is,  by  a  trial  by  jury.  Pos- 
sibly the  defendant  may,  inasmuch  as  the  pleas  disposed  of  in  his  favour 
go  to  the  whole  cause  of  action,  be  entitled  to  enter  a  judgment  of  nU 
capiat  per  breve  upon  the  whole  record.  But  he  is  not  bound  to  do  so. 
If  we  could  see  that  it  could  not  in  any  possible  event  make  any  difierence 
to  the  defendant  whether  the  issues  in  fact  were  disposed  of  in  the  ordi- 
nary way  or  not,  we  might  be  induced  to  interpose  our  authority  to  pre* 
vent  a  wasteful  expenditure  of  time  and  money.  But  it  may  be  most 
material  to  the  defendant's  interest  that  the  issues  of  fact  should  be  tried. 
At  all  events,  we  cannot  see  that  it  is  so  clearly  immaterial  as  to  justify  our 
striking  out  ((2)  those  issues  without  the  defendant's  consent.  I  therefore 
think  it  consistent  with  the  authorities  that  have  been  cited,  that  this  rule 
should  be  discharged.  The  cases  upon  the  subject  of  discharging  the  jury 
from  any  finding  on  particular  issues,  have  a  considerable  bearing  upon 
this  point.  It  is  not  simply  because  the  plaintiff  is  willing  to  allow  ooe 
plea  going  to  the  whole  cause  of  action  to  be  found  for  the  defendant,  that 
he  has  a  right  to  insist  upon  having  the  jury  discharged  from  any  finding 
upon  the  others.  The  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  &11  the  issues  disposed 
of  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury ;  and  it  may  be  material  to  him  that  they  should  be. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred. 
*7481        *Manning^  Serjt.,  urged,  that,  inasmuch  as  it  was  so  clearly 
stated  in  Saunders,  that,  under  such  circumstances  as  these,  the 

(a)  Wilde,  C.  J.,  haying  been  of  cooniel  in  the  cause,  took  no  part  in  the  discussioa. 
(6)  The  judgment,  when  entered,  would  bo  the  act  of  the  court    In  no  other  state  of  dit 
record  does  it  appear  to  be  optional  with  the  court  to  give  or  withhold  its  ji]dgm<»t 
(c)  Supri,  739. 
(tf)  See  the  form  of  the  rule,  tupri^  737. 
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issues  of  fact  amid  not  be  tried,  the  rule  ought  not  to  be  disrcharged  with 
costs. 

Maule,  J.    The  plaintifT  is  entitled  to  the  fullest  credit  for  the  verj 
ingenious  experiment  he  has  tried,  but  not  to  an  exemption  from  costs.(a) 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  Vide  7\)boH  v.  BCiAqp  of  CarMe,  ante  Vol.  UL  p.  53. 


HAMBIDGE  v.  DE  LA  CROUflE  and  FRANQOIS.    Jfov.  25. 

Oae  partner  has  no  implied  authority  to  consent  to  an  order  for  a  judgment  in  an  action  against 

hinuelf  and  his  co-parmer. 
Though  the  court  wiU,  in  general,  where  a  defendant  is  pr^udiced  by  the  act  of  an  attome]^ 

in  acting  ibr  him  without  authority,  leave  him  to  his  remedy  against  the  attorney,  if  solvent ; 

that  rule  does  not  apply,  where  the  defendant  is  in  custody  by  reason  of  the  unauthorized 

act,  or  where  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  is  party  to  the  wrong. 

The  defendants  carried  on  business  in  partnership  as  merchants,  in  the 
city  of  London,  until  November,  1844,  when  such  partnership  was  dis- 
solved. 

On  the  6th  of  April,  1846,  the  plaintifT  sued  out,  and  caused  the  defend- 
ant De  la  Croude  to  be  served  with,  a  writ  of  summons  in  an  action  against 
the  two  defendants,  for  48/.  19^.  6(f.,  alleged  to  be  due  from  them  to  him 
for  commission.  De  la  Crouee  immediately  called  at  the  office  of  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney,  and,  without  having  any  authority  from  Frangois,  who  had 
not  been  served  with,  or  had  any  notice  or  knowledge  that  such  writ  had 
issued,  signed  a  written  consent,  on  behalf  of  Francois  and  himself,  to  an 
order  for  staying  the  proceedings  on  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  by 
instalments ;  the  attorney  who  entered  the  appearance  and  acted  in  the 
matter  being  introduced  to  De  la  Crou6e  for  that  purpose  by  the  plaintifPs 
attorney.  On  the  17th  of  September,  Frangois  was  arrested  upon  a  tes- 
tatum ca.  sa.  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  for  57/.  6^.  and  interest. 

'Upon  affidavits  stating  the  above  facts,  and  also  suggesting  r«743 
that  the  plaintiff  and  De  la  Crou6e  were  trading  together  in  part- 
nership, and  that  the  proceedings  were  collusive  and  designed  to  defraud 
Francois,  the  latter  obtained  from  Erle,  J.,  the  following  order: — <<That 
the  appearance  entered  for  the  defendant  Frangois  jointly  with  De  la  Crou6e, 
at  the  suit  of  Hambidg'e,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  be  set  aside  for 
irregularity,  with  costs,  to  be  taxed  and  paid  by  Hambidge ;  that  the  de- 
fendant Frangois  be  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriETs  of  London 
^  to  this  action,  if  within  four  days  the  sum  of  57/.  5^.  be  paid  into  court 
by  the  defendant  Frangois ;  that  the  said  sum  shall  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff, 
m  case  the  court  shall  make  a  rule  absolute  for  setting  aside  this  order  as 
to  the  discharge  of  the  defendant  Frangois,  and  he  shall  not  be  rendered 
to  jail  within  four  days  after  such  decision ;  and  that,  if  there  be  no  rule, 
or  the  rule  be  discharged,  or  the  defendant  be  rendered  as  above,  the  said 
sum  be  paid  out  to  the  defendant  Francois,  or  to  his  attorney." 
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Ball^  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
set  aside  the  above  order.  He  submitted,  upon  the  authority  of  BrutUm  t. 
Burton^  1  Chitt.  R.  707, — where  it  was  held  that  a  warrant  of  attorney 
under  seal,  executed  by  one  person  for  himself  and  his  partner,  in  the 
absence  of  the  latter,  but  with  his  consent,  is  a  sufficient  authority  ibr  sign- 
ing judgment  against  both — that  De  la  Crouee  might  lawfully  bind  his  part- 
ner by  a  consent  to  a  judge's  order ;  and,  of  an  Anonymous  Case  in  Sal* 
keld,  1  Salk.  88,(a)  and  Stanhope  v.  Firmin,  3  N.  C.  301 , 4  Scott,  39,(6)  that 
*7441  ^^^  *remedy  of  Fran9ois,  if  any,  was  against  the  party  who  alleged 
to  have  improperly  assumed  to  act  as  his  attorney  in  the  matter,  in 
the  absence  of  any  evidence  that  such  attorney  was  insolvent. 

Wise  showed  cause,  insisting  that  the  order  was  well  made ;  for,  that 
one  partner  had  no  authority  to  bind  the  other,  who  had  not  been  served 
with  process,  by  a  consent  to  a  judgment  against  both,  after  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  firm.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  One  partner  clearly  has  no  right,  with- 
out the  express  consent  of  his  co-partner,  to  confess  judgment  against 
him.] 

Allen^  Serjt.,  and  Bally  who  were  called  on  to  support  the  rule,  conced- 
ing, as  a  general  principle,  that  one  partner  could  not  bind  the  firm  by  his 
unauthorized  consent  to  a  judge's  order,  submitted  that  Frangois  should 
be  left  to  his  remedy  against  the  attorney  who  had  acted  in  the  improper 
manner  suggested. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  In  some  cases,  no  doubt,  where  a  party  is  aggrieved  by 
one  assuming,  without  authority,  to  appear  and  act  as  his  attorney,  he  is 
left  to  pursue  his  remedy  against  him.  Here,  however,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entirely  free  from  blame ;  his  attorney  being  the  person  who  introduced 
De  la  Crou6e  to  the  other  attorney,  for  the  express  purpose  of  getting  his 
late  partner  fixed  with  the  supposed  debt,  by  confessing  a  judgment  in  the 
action  against  both.  Besides,  the  party  being  in  custody,  the  case  difiers 
materially  from  those  in  which  the  courts  have  thought  that  complete  jus- 
tice might  be  done  in  the  way  suggested. 

CoLTMAN,  J.,  concurred. 
*7451  Maule,  J.  One  of  two  partners  cannot  bind  the  *other  by  con- 
senting to  a  reference:  Stead  v.  Salt^  3  Bingh.  101,  10  J.  B. 
Moore,  389.(c)  He  may  release  debts,  because  he  has  authority  to  receive 
them.  Where  the  proceedings  are,  upon  the  face  of  them,  regular,  and 
the  attorney  who  has  acted,  has  acted  without  authority,  and  is  in  solvent 
circumstances^  the  courts  have  said  that  they  would  leave  the  party  to  bis 
remedy  against  him.  So,  here,  if,  instead  of  a  ca.  sa.,  the  execution  had 
been  by  Ji.fa.y  and  the  attorney  solvent,  Frangois  might  have  had  his 
remedy  against  him.     But,  being  in  custody  under  a  ca.  sa,j  how  is  be  to 

(o)  And  see  P.  8  Edw.  3,  fo.  33,  pi.  34;  Reg.  Brev.  113  a;  F.  N.  R  96  D.;  1  T.  B  «2; 
WigUtwick,  122 ;  Bac.  Abr.  Jctumi  on  the  eaat  (F.  2);  Com.  VUg.Attionm  tin  cam  fir  «^ 
(A.  6) ;  1  Vin.  Abr.  676,  4  N.  &M.  348, 3  M.  &  G.  631. 

(6)  S.  C.  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  357,  per  nam.  Stanhope  v.  Eavery, 

(e)  And  see  Qoddard  v.  Ingram,  3  Q.  &  830,  3  Gale  &  D.  46. 
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be  compensated  in  that  way  for  the  loss  of  his  liberty  ?    We  should  not, 

in  such  a  case,  be  doing  complete  justice,  if  we  abstained  from  interfering. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


The  QUEEN  v.  HENRY  WILLIAM  HEMSWORTH,  in  a  Cause  of 

HEMSWORTH  ».  BRIAN.    JVbr.  25. 

A  party  attached  for  contempt  in  not  performing  an  award,  and  sentenoad  to  impriaonmont  for 
a  definite  period,  is  not,  by  undergoing  such  imprisoDment,  exonerated  from  the  perform- 
ance of  the  award. 

And,  ttmbUj  that  an  action  upon  the  award  may  be  maintained  at  the  tame  time. 

CottTBe  of  proceeding  for  enforcing  performance  of  an  award  by  attachment 

Bt  a  judge's  order,  (afterwards  made  a  rule  of  court,)  dated  the  23d 
of  May,  1843,  and  made  in  a  cause  wherein  Henry  William  Hemsworth 
was  plaintiflf,  and  Thomas  Heniy  Brian  defendant,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
cause,  and  all  other  matters  in  difference  between  the  'parties,  r^'jAQ 
should  be  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  who,  by  his  award,  made  on 
the  23d  of  March,  1844,  directed,  amongst  other  things,  as  follows : — 

«  And  I  further  award,  order,  and  direct  that  the  said  H.  W.  Hemsworth 
shall,  on  the  1st  of  April  next,  at,  &c.,  pay  unto  the  said  T.  H.  Brian,  or 
his  attorneys,  for  the  use  of  the  said  T.  H.  Brian,  the  sum  of  17/.  7^.  bd,: 
And  I  further  award,  order,  and  direct  that  the  said  H.  W.  Hemsworth 
shaU,  on  the  30th  of  March  instant,  deliver  up  unto  the  said  T.  H.  Brian,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  following  warrants  of  wines  and 
brandy,  namely,  a  warrant  for  one  hogshead  of  port  wine,  numbered  2260, 
now  or  lately  lying  in  the  East  Vault,  London  Docks,  and  marked  B.  No.  2, 
[here  followed  a  description  by  marks  and  numbers  of  several  casks  of  wine 
and  one  hogshead  of  brandy :]  And  I  further  find  that  the  said  H.  W.  Hems- 
worth is  in  possession  of  certain  wines  in  bottle,  the  property  of  the  said 
T.  H.  Brian,  consisting  of,  &c.  &c. :  And  I  further  award,  order,  and  direct 
that  the  said  H.  W.  Hemsworth  shall,  on  the  30th  of  March  instant,  deliver 
up  all  the  said  wines  in  bottle  to  the  said  T.  H.  Brian,  or  his  servants  or 
agents  authorized,  by  writing  under  his  hand,  to  receive  the  same :  And  I 
further  award,  order,  and  direct,  that,  if  default  be  made  by  the  said 
H.  W.  Hemsworth,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  in  payment 
of  the  said  sum  of  17/.  7s,  bd»  to  the  said  T.  H.  Brian,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  or  to  his  said  attorneys,  at  the  time  in  that  behalf 
herein  by  me  appointed,  or,  if  the  said  H.  W.  Hemsworth,  his  executors, 
&c.,  shall  not,  on  the  30th  day  of  March  instant,  deliver  up  to  the  said 
T.  H.  Brian,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  said  wine-warrants  and  brandy-war- 
rant, and  the  said  wines  in  bottle,  hereinbefore  directed  by  me  to  be  deli- 
vered up,  then  and  in  either  of  the  said  cases,  after  making  this  my  r«747 
award  a  rule  of  her  majesty's  court  of  'Common  Pleas,  (a)  the 

(a)  Tlie  judge's  ordeti  not  the  award,  would  be  made  a  rule  of  court 
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^id  T.  H.  Brian  may  immediately  pro<^e6d  by  attachment,  or  other* 
trii^e,  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  sum  of  111.  Is,  5tf.,  and  of  fhB  possession 
of  the  said  wine- warrants  and  brandy-warrant  and  wines  in  bottle,  or  either 
of  them,  as  the  case  may  require." 

In  Hilary  term,  1845,  a  rule  for  an  attachment  against  Hemsworth  was 
made  absolute,  for  non-payment  of  the  17/.  7i.  5(/.,  and  non-delivery  of  the 
wine  and  brandy-warrants  and  wines  in  bottle,  with  the  exception  of  the 
warrant  for  the  hogshead  of  port-wine,  numbered  2260,  as  to  which  the 
demand  was  insufficient.(a)  Hemsworth  was  arrested  on  the  29th  of  July, 
upon  a  writ  of  afttachment  issued  pursuant  to  this  rule. 

On  the  9th  and  12th  of  September,  1845,  Hemsworth  and  J.  F.  Lacker* 
steen  and  J.  B.  Huntington,  his  bail,  entered  into  recognisances  that  Hems- 
worth should  appear  and  answer  interrogatories,  when  filed:  Hemsworth 
was  at  the  same  time  sworn  before  Platt,  B.,  at  chambers,  to  answer  such 
interrogatories,  when  filed. 

The  interrogatories  were  filed  on  the  23d  of  December,  1845.  Notice 
thereof  was  given  to  Hemsworth  on  the  9th  of  January,  1846.  On  the 
15th,  he  attended  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  chambers,  for  the  purpose  of 
being  sworn  to  his  answers  thereto ;  but  that  learned  judge  declined  to 
swear  him,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  already  been  sworn  before  Platt,  B. 
On  the  16th,  Hemsworth  went  before  Master  Ray  to  make  answer ;  but,  in 
consequence  of  the  non-attendance  of  the  prosecutor's  attorney,  and  an 
objection  taken  by  Hemsworth,  that  he  ought  to  have  been  sworn  in  courts 
and  not  before  a  judge  at  chambers,  nothing  was  done. 

On  the  31st, 
*7481  *Byles^  Serjt.,  on  behalf  of  Hemsworth,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
upon  Brian  to  show  cause  why  the  bail  should  not  be  discharged 
and  the  recognisance  cancelled,  and  why  Hemsworth  should  not  be  dis- 
charged from  the  alleged  contempt,  and  why  the  interrogatories  should  not 
be  taken  off  the  file,  for  irregularity.  It  was  insisted  that  Hemsworth 
should  have  been  sworn  in  courts  and  that  the  interrogatories  could  not 
properly  be  filed  until  afier  he  had  been  so  sworn. 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  who  showed  cause,  suggested  a  doubt  whether  this 
was  a  case  in  which  the  party  was  entitled  to  have  interrogatories  filed  at 
all.  He  referred  to  Grady  and  Scotland's  Crown-Side  Practice,  311,  and 
Archbold's  Practice,  1271,  7th  edit.,  by  Chitty.  [Erle,  J.  Thende 
nisi,  the  rule  absolute,  and  the  affidavits  used  in  support  and  in  opposition 
thereto,  disclose  all  the  circumstances.  I  must  confess  I  do  not  see  the 
use  of  interrogatories  in  such  a  case.] 

BykSj  Serjt.,  in  support  of  his  rule,  urged  that  there  had  been  great 
and  unnecessary  delay  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutor:  and  he  referred  to 
Corner's  Crown-Side  Practice,  29,  30. 

The  court  said  that  the  only  irregularity  had  been  on  the  part  of  Hems- 
worth himself;  that  he  should  have  come  before  the  court  to  be  sworn  in 

(a)  See  Btnuworth  y,  Brian^  ante,  Vol.  L,  p.  131. 
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the  first  instance  ;  and  that  much  of  the  delay  had  been  the  result  of  the 
objections  urged  by  himself  before  the  master:  and  the  rule  was  discharged 
with  costs. 

On  the  22d  of  May,  Hemsworth  appeared  in  court,  and  was  sworn  to 
answer  the  interrogatories.  By  his  answers  *diereto  {a)  filed  on  the  r*>74Q 
27th,  he  admitted  that  he  had  been  duly  called  upon  to  perform 
the  award,  and  hud  omitted  to  do  so:  but  excused  himself,  as  to  the  noiH* 
payment  of  the  money,  on  the  ground  of  his  bankruptcy,  and,  as  to  thd 
non*delivery  of  the  wine  and  brandy- warrants  and  the  wine  in  bottles,  that 
the  former  were  in  the  custody  of  the  Commercial  Bank,  who  claimed  to 
have  a  lien  upon  them,  and  that  the  latter  was  in  the  possession  of  his 
assignees. 

On  the  29th  of  May,  upon  motion,  the  court  ordered  that  it  be  referred 
to  Master  Ray,  to  examine  the  matters  of  the  interrogatories  and  answers^ 
and  to  report  thereon  to  the  court. 

On  the  6th  of  June,  the  master  made  his  report,  finding,  in  substance, 
that  Hemsworth  was  in  contempt  for  non-perfi)rmance  of  the  award,  and 
that  his  excuses  for  such  non*performance  were  iasufiicient. 

The  court  thereupon  directed  that  the  matter  should  stand  orer  until  Mon* 
day,  the  8tb,  when  Hemsworth  was  ordered  to  attend,  with  his  bail ;  and, 
on  that  day,  a  further  order  was  made  by  the  court,  by  the  consent  of  the 
parties,  and  the  bail,— *»<  that  the  matters  of  the  said  prosecution,  the  recog^ 
nisances  above  mentioned,  and  of  the  said  master's  report,  be,  and  the 
same  are,  hereby  enlarged  to  the  first  day  of  next  term." 

Accordingly,  on  the  first  day  of  this  term,  the  parties  again  attended^ 
Hemsworth  appearing  in  person,  and  the  prosecutor  by  Counsel. 

^Hemswortb's  affidavit  filed  in  mitigation  sought  to  impeach  the  rt^r^o 
validity  of  the  award,  on  the  ground  of  alleged  misconduct  on 
the  part  of  the  arbitrator ;  and  stated,  that  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued 
against  him  in  March,  1844 ;  that  the  messenger  of  the  court  of  bank« 
ruptcy  took  possession  thereunder  of  all  his  property  and  efiects,  includ* 
ing  all  the  goods  and  chattels  mentioned  in  the  award,  and  thereby  directed 
to  be  given  up  to  Brian,  with  the  exception  of  the  wine  and  brandy-war^^ 
rants  mentioned  in  the  award,  which  were  in  the  possession  of  the  Com-^ 
mercial  Bank  of  London  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  and  held  by  them 
for  money  claimed  to  be  due  by  him  to  the  bank ;  that  the  assignees  under 
the  Jiat  also  claimed  the  warrants,  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  Commercial 
Bank ;  tliat  the  alleged  contempt,  for  and  in  respect  of  which  he  waft 
arrested  as  afi}resaid,  was  not  wilful  on  his  part,  but  that,  for  the  caused 
aforesaid,  he  bad  been  and  still  was  unable  to  perform  or  obey  the  award  ; 
that,  since  the  issuing  of  the  attachment  against  him,  he  had  made  repeated 
offers  of  compromise,  which  Brian  had  rejected;  that  Brian  having 
attempted  to  prove  under  the  Jiat  in  respect  of  his  claim  under  the  award, 

(a)  The  interrogatories  and  answers  were  respectively  intituled  in  the  name  of  the  original 
'—only. 
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the  commissioner  declined  to  receive  such  a  proof,  but  offered  to  go  into 
the  original  transactions  if  Brian  would  forego  the  award,  which  Brian 
agreed  to  do  ;  and  that  the  commissioner  thereupon  went  into  the  inquiry, 
and  eame  to  the  conclusion  that  the  award  had  been  improperly  made. 

The  affidavits  on  the  other  side  stated,  that  the  wines  in  bottle  mentioned 
in  the  award,  had  not  been  taken  by  the  assignees  under  the  Jiat^  they 
having  abstained  from  taking  these  wines,  by  reason  of  Hemsworth's  stat^ 
ment  that  he  had  no  beneficial  interest  in  them,  but  held  them  only  as  trus- 
tee for  Brian,  and,  consequently,  that  the  same  had  always  remained  in  the 
possession  and  under  the  control  of  Hemsworth,  and  that  he  had  since 
*7511  *^^^'^^''  ^^^  them  or  placed  them  in  the  hands  of  his  father;  that 
Hemsworth  had  offered  to  pay  Brian  200/.  and  his  costs,  in  satis* 
faction  of  his  demand,  or  to  deposit  the  whole  amount  claimed  by  Brian, 
provided  the  latter  would  consent  to  a  second  reference ;  that  Hemsworth's 
statement  before  the  commissioner  under  the^a^,  showed  that  he  had  con- 
siderable property  beyond  what  would  satisfy  all  his  creditors ;  that  Brian's 
costs  in  this  matter  amounted  to  nearly  200/. ;  and  that  an  offer  had  been 
made  by  a  solicitor,  at  a  meeting  of  Hemsworth's  creditors,  to  advance, 
upon  the  security  of  a  certain  reversionary  interest  which  he  possessed,  a 
sum  sufficient  to  pay  all  his  debts  in  fuU,  but  that  Hemsworth  had  not 
taken  any  steps  to  avail  himself  of  that  offer,  but  had  been  making  vari- 
ous attempts  to  compromise  with  his  creditors  upon  easier  terms. 

Hemsworth,  in  person,  prayed  for  time  to  answer  these  allegations:  but, 
the  court  holding  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  it,  he  referred  to  Ex  parte 
LawrencBy  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  230,  to  show  that  the  contempt  must  be  wilfol^ 
in  order  to  render  a  party  liable  to  be  visited  with  punishment ;  and  he 
contended  that  this  being  positively  and  distinctly  negatived  by  his  affida- 
vit, he  was  entitled  to  be  discharged  on  payment  of  a  nominal  fine. 

Talfourdy  Serjt,  and  Pkipdanf  contra^  insisted  that  the  question,  whe- 
ther the  contempt  was  wilful  or  not,  was  concluded  by  the  master's  report; 
and  that  neither  the  answers  to  the  interrogatories,  nor  the  statements  in 
Hemsworth's  affidavit,  in  any  degree  purged  his  contempt ;  inasmuch  as 
this  merely  stated  circumstances  which,  if  trae,  only  went  to  the  merits 
of  the  award,  the  validity  of  which  it  was  now  too  late  to  impeach. 
*7521  *  Wilde,  C.  J.  The  affidavits  clearly  show  that  the  prisoner  has 
no  valid  excuse  for  not  performing  the  award.  He  is,  therefore^ 
in  contempt.  Let  him  be  brought  up  on  Monday  next ;  and,  in  the  mean- 
time, we  will  look  further  at  the  affidavits,  and  consider  the  proper  course 
to  be  adopted  under  the  circumstances.  Cwr.  adv.  imU. 

The  prisoner  being  now  brought  up, 

Talfourdj  Serjt.,  suggested  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  must  be  spe- 
cific,— imposing  a  definite  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  Having  heard  and  attentively  considered  all  that  has 
been  urged  on  either  side,  the  court  is  prepared  to  exert  its  authority  fcr 
the  enforcing  of  the  prosecutor's  rights  under  the  award.     The  prisoner 
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^ill,  therefore,  stand  committed  until  the  last  day  of  term,  when  he  will 
be  brought  up  to  receive  sentence.  In  the  mean  time,  the  court  will  require 
to  be  furnished  with  affidavits  showing  the  value  of  the  wines  in  question. 

The  following  rule  was  thereupon  drawn  up : — 

«  Upon  reading,  &c.,  the  said  Henry  William  Hemsworth  (now  present 
here  in  court)  is,  by  the  court  here,  adjudged  in  contempt :  it  is  therefore 
ordered  that  the  said  Henry  William  Hemsworth  be  committed  to  the  cus- 
tody of  the  keeper  of  the  Queen^s  Prison  for  the  contempt  aforesaid ;  and 
it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  said  keeper,  or  his  deputy,  do  bring  the  said 
Henry  William  Hemsworth  to  the  bar  of  this  court  on  the  25th  day  of 
November  instant,  then  and  there  to  receive  the  judgment  of  this  court  for 
his  said  contempt." 

^Affidavits  were  accordingly  produced  on  this  day.  Those  filed  rn^go 
on  the  part  of  the  prosecutor  stated  the  value  of  the  wine  and 
brandy- warrants  mentioned  in  the  award,  (exclusive  of  the  warrant  for  the 
excepted  hogshead  of  port- wine,)  and  of  the  wine  in  bottles,  to  be  3681.  9$. 
On  the  part  of  Hemsworth,  it  was  sworn  that  the  utmost  value  did  not 
exceed  200/. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  non-performance  of  the  award  is  not  a  single  act  of 
contempt  which  will  be  purged  by  a  definite  period  of  imprisonment:  but 
the  prisoner  may,  at  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  the  court  upon 
this  occasion  sentences  him,  if  the  award  shall  then  remain  unperformed, 
be  again  brought  up  to  answer  for  his  continuing  contempt.  Nor  will  he 
thereby,  as  I  conceive,  be  relieved  from  an  action  upon  the  award. 

It  is  evident,  from  the  statements  contained  in  the  several  affidavits,  that 
the  prisoner  can,  if  he  pleases,  perform  this  award  :  and  his  not  doing  so 
is  a  wilful  and  pertinacious  contempt  of  the  authority  of  the  court.  With 
a  view,  therefore,  to  compel  him  to  act  justly  towards  the  prosecutor,  the 
sentence  of  the  court  is,  that  he  be  imprisoned  in  the  Queen's  Prison  for 
the  space  of  two  years  from  this  date,  unless  he  shall  sooner  comply  with 
the  terms  of  the  award.  If  he  thinks  fit  for  so  long  a  time  to  withhold 
the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  he  may  consider  himself  the  author  of  his 
own  imprisonment.  This  commitment,  therefore,  will  enure  until  the  sum 
awarded,  and  the  costs,  are  paid,  and  the  warrants  and  wine  are  delivered 
ap,  or  their  value  paid. 

Tlie  following  rule  was  thereupon  drawn  up : — 

«Upon  reading,  &c.,  the  said  Henry  William  Hemsworth,  (now  present 
here  in  court,)  being  brought  to  the  bar  of  the  court  by  the  keeper  of  the 
Queen's  Prison,  in  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  rule,  is  by  *the  r«7Rj 
court  here  adjudged  in  contempt :  It  is  thereupon  ordered  that  the 
said  Henry  William  Hemsworth,  for  the  contempt  aforesaid,  be  imprisoned 
in  the  custody  of  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  for  the  space  of  two 
years  bom  the  date  hereof;  and  that  the  said  Henry  William  Hemsworth 
be  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  said  keeper,  to  be  by  him  kept  in  safe 
custody  in  execution  of  this  judgment." 

3q2 
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ROBINSON  V.  JAM£S  BROWN  and  JANE  BROWN,  Execator  wl 
Executrix  of  JOHN  BROWN,  deceased.    JVbv.  10. 

B.  and  C.  became  jointly  and  severally  bound  to  A.  as  sureties  for  D.,  with  a  condition  lor  the 
bond  to  be  void,  if  B.  and  C^  or  either  of  thenif  should,  within  one  calendar  moath  next 
after  notice  givsn  to  them  of  D.'s  default,  pay  any  balance  that  might  be  due  from  D.  to  A^ 
not  exceeding  a  given  sum.  In  debt  by  A.  against  the  executors  of  B.  the  issue  was,  wh^hcr 
or  not  due  notice  of  D/s  default  had  been  given  to  the  defendants  and  to  C.  >— 

MMt  that,  in  order  to  prove  notice  to  C,  it  was  not  enough  to  produce  a  duplicate,  with  proof 
that  the  notice  had  been  sent  by  post,  properly  addressed,  to  C;  but  that  A.  was  bound  to 
produce  the  original  notice,  or  to  account  for  its  absence. 

Debt,  upon  a  bond,  dated  the  1st  of  April,  1844,  by  George  Brown, 
John  Brown,  and  Charles  Robertson,  to  the  plaintiflf,  in  the  penal  sain  d 
400/.  The  plaintiff,  having  declared  upon  the  bond  without  noticing  die 
condition,  the  defendants,  who  were  sued  as  executor  and  executrix  of  one 
of  the  sureties,  set  it  out  on  oyer,  and  pleaded  performance  by  the  principal. 

The  condition  with  its  recital  was  as  follows : — 

«  Whereas  the  above-bounden  George  Brown,  being  about  to  carry  on 
the  business  of  an  outfitter,  hath  applied  to,  and  requested,  the  above- 
named  John  Robinson  (the  plaintiff)  to  supply  him  with  goods  in  the  way 
*7&51  ^^  *^^^  trade,  which  he  the  said  John  Robinson  has  agreed  to  do; 
and,  in  the  course  of  the  dealings  between  them,  the  said  George 
Brown  and  John  Robinson,  the  said  George  Brown  may  become  indebted 
unto  the  satd  John  Robinson  in  divers  sums  of  money,  for  goods  to  be  sold 
and  delivered,  for  money  to  be  lent  and  advanced,  or  to  be  paid,  laid  out, 
and  expended,  or  upon  some  other  account :  and  whereas  the  said  George 
Brown,  and  the  said  John  Brown  and  Charles  Robertson  as  his  sureties, 
have  agreed  to  enter  into  the  above- written  bond  or  obligation,  subject  to 
such  condition  as  hereinafter  is  expressed :  Now,  the  condition  of  the 
above-written  bond  or  obligation  is  such,  that,  if  the  said  George  Brown, 
bis  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  do  and 
shoU,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  hereafter,  well  and  truly  pay,  or 
cause  to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  John  Robinson,  hLs  executors,  administrar 
tors,  or  assigns,  all  and  every  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  shall,  at 
any  time  or  times  hereafter,  become  due  aud  owing  to  him  the  said  Jobo 
Robinson,  either  alone  or  jointly  with  any  other  person  or  persona  who 
shall  or  may  be  or  become  a  partner  or  partners  with  the  said  John  Robm- 
aon,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  from  the  said  George  Brown, 
{or  goods  which  shall  or  may  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter  be  sold  by  him 
or  them  to  the  said  George  Brown,  and  sent  and  delivered  to,  or  to  the  order 
of,  the  said  George  Brown,  or  for  money  to  be  at  any  time  or  times  here- 
after lent  or  advanced,  or  to  be  paid,  laid  out,  or  expended  by  the  said 
Jobu  Robinson,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  either  alone  or 
jointly  with  any  such  partner  or  partners  as  aforesaid,  or  which  may  upon 
*7561  ^°y  ^^^^^  account  whatsoever  be  or  become  due  or  owing  to  the  said 
-'    John  Robinson,  his  executors,  ^.,  either  alone  or  jointly  *with  any 


3  Man^ino^,  Qranoer,  &  Scott.  75$ 

fuch  partner  or  partners  aa  aforesaid,  when  and  as  such  sum  and  sums  of 
money  shall  respectively  become  due  and  payable,,  not  exceeding  in  the 
whole  the  sum  of  400/.,  then  the  said  bond  or  obligation  shall  be  void  and 
of  no  effect ;  or,  in  case  the  said  George  BrowQ,  his  heirs,  executors,  or 
administrators,  shall,  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter,  make  default  in  pay- 
ment of  any  such  sum  or  sums,  and  the  said  John  Brown,  and  Charles 
Robertson,  or  one  of  them,  or  the  heirs,  &c.,  of  one  of  them,  shall,  within 
one  calendar  month  next  after  notice  in  writing  shall  have  been  given  to 
them  the  said  John  Brown  and  Charles  Robertson,  their  heirs,  &c.,  or  shall 
have  been  left  at  their  usual  or  last  known  place  of  abode,  well  and  truly 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  John  Robinson,  his  executors,  &c., 
and  any  future-taken  partner  or  partners  of  him  or  them,  his,  her,  or  their 
executors,  &c.,  all  and  every  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  at  the  time 
Qfsuch  demand  being  made  shall  be  due  and  owing  from  the  said  George 
Brown,  his  heirs,  &c.,  unto  the  said  John  Robinson,  his  executors,  &c., 
either  alone  or  jointly  with  the  person  or  persons  who  shall  or  may  be  or 
become  a  partner  or  partners  with  him  or  them,  in  case  the  same  shall  not 
exceed  the  sum  of  200/.  sterling ;  but,  if  the  same  shall  exceed  the  sum 
of  200/.  sterling,  then,  if  the  said  John  Brown  and  Charles  Robertson,  or 
one  of  them,  their  or  some  or  one  of  their  heirs,  &c.,  do  and  shall,  within 
one  calendar  month  next  after  such  notice  shall  have  been  given  or  left  as 
aforesaid,  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  John  Robm- 
8on,  his  executors,  &c.,  or  such  person  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  the  said 
sum  of  200/.,  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  which  shall 
]^e  then  due  and  owing  as  aforesaid,  then,  and  in  either  of  the  said  cases, 
the  said  bond  or  obligation  shall,  so  far  as  respects  the  said  John  Brown 
and  Charles:  Robertson,  be  void  and  of  no  ^effect ;  otherwise  the  r«757 
same  shall  be  in  full  force  and  virtue." 

The  plaintiff  in  his  replication  alleged  debts  to  have  accnied  from  George 
Brown  to  him  to  the  amount  of  400/.,  and  exceeding  200/.,  for  goods  sup- 
phed,  which  were  unpaid ;  and  then  averred^  that,  although  afterwards, 
and  after  the  death  of  John  Brown,  and  more  than  one  calendar  month 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  June,  1845, 
be,  the  plaintiff,  gave  the  said  Charles  Robertson  aQd  the  said  defendants, 
as  executor  and  ei^ecutrix  of  the  said  John  Brown  as  aforesaid,  respec- 
tively, notice  in  writing  to  pay,  and  thereby  then  required  them  to  pay  to 
bim,  within  one  calendar  month  then  next,  the  sum  of  200/.,  on  account, 
and  in  part  satisfaction,  of  the  said  sum  of  400/,  wherein  the  said  George 
Brown  then,  and  at  the  time  of  the  giving  the  said  notice,  was,  and  is,  sq 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  manner  aforesaid ;  yet  neither  of  them,  the  said 
John  Brown  in  his  lifetime,  the  defendants  as  executor  and  executrix  as 
aforesaid,  or  the  said  Charles  Robertson,  had  paid  the  said  sum  of  200/., 
or  any  part  thereof,  although  more  than  a  calenda>r  month  from  the  time 
of  giving  of  the  said  notice  had  elapsed  before  the  comm^encement  of  this 
suit— verification. 
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Rejoinder,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and 
after  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Brown,  and  one  calendar  month  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  he  the  plaintiff*  did  not  give  to  the  defend- 
ants, executor  and  executrix  as  aforesaid,  and  to  the  said  Charles  Robert- 
son, respectively,  or  leave  at  their  respective  usual  or  last  known  places 
of  abode,  notice  that  the  said  George  Brown  had  made  default  in  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sum  of  200/.,  or  any  part  thereof — verification. 

Surrejoinder,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and 
^581  ^^^  ^^  decease  of  the  said  John  *Brown,  and  one  calendar  month 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  day  of 
July,  1845,  he  the  plaintiff*  did  give  to  the  defendants,  executors  and  exe- 
cutrix as  aforesaid,  and  to  the  said  Charles  Robertson,  respectively,  notice 
in  writing  that  the  said  Greorge  Brown  had  made  default  in  payment  of 
the  said  moneys  in  the  said  replication  mentioned — concluding  to  the 
country.     Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Erle,  J.,  at  the  second  sitting  in  Middlesex, 
in  Trinity  term  last. 

The  defendants  had  admitted  that  due  notice  of  the  default  of  the  prin- 
cipal was  delivered  to  them :  and,  in  order  to  prove  notice  to  Robertson, 
the  plaintiff  called  a  witness,  who  stated  that  he  had  enclosed  the  notice 
(a  duplicaie  of  which  he  produced)  in  a  letter  which  he  posted,  addressed 
to  Robertson  at  his  residence  near  Cuckfield,  in  Sussex.  There  had  been 
no  notice  to  produce,  and  no  subpcsna  duces  tecum  served  on  Robertson. 
It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  this  was  no  evidence 
of  the  giving  of  the  notice.  But  the  learned  judge,  conceiving  it  to  be 
analogous  to  the  case  of  a  notice  to  quit,  or  a  notice  to  the  drawer  of  the 
dishonour  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  received  the  evidence :  and,  under  his 
direction,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff",  damages  209/. — leave 
being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff*  to  move  to  increase  the  damages,  if  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  liability  of  the  sureties  on  the  bond  was  not 
limited  to  200/. ;  and  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  t 
verdict  for  them,  if  the  court  should  be  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury  of  the  notice  to  Robertson. 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  for  the  defendants,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  or  for  a  new  trial.  He 
referred  to  Lanauze  v.  Palmer ^  M.  &  M.  31. 

*7591        *Talfourdf  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff",  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  increase 
''    the  damages  to  400/.  and  interest,  to  which  extent  he  submitted 
that  the  sureties  were  liable,  the  money  not  having  been  paid  within  the 
month. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  Butt^  and  Hawkins^  now  showed  cause  against  the 
defendants*  rule.  The  learned  judge  was  quite  right  in  holding,  that,  for 
the  purpose  of  proof,  the  notice  in  question  was  analogous  to  a  notice  of 
dishonour,  or  notice  to  quit|  and  the  like.  Whether  or  not  a  notice  of  dis* 
honour  could  be  so  proved,  was  formerly  the  subject  of  much  doubt :  bat 
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ttat  doubt  was  removed  by  the  case  of  Kme  y.  Beaumonif  3  B.  &  B.  288f 
7  J.  B.  Moore,  112,  where  all  the  previous  authorities  were  considered, 
and  where  the  copy  of  a  letter  containing  the  notice  was  held  admissible, 
without  any  notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce  the  original.  Kine  v. 
Beaumont  was  recognised  as  an  authority,  in  the  subsequent  cas^  of  Swain 
Y.  Letoiif  2  C,  M.  &  R.  261.  [Mattle,  J.  There  can  be  no  hardship  on 
the  defendant,  where  there  is  a  distinct  issue  upon  the  notice :  he  must 
know  it  will  be  produced  in  evidence.  Is  there  any  case  of  a  notice  of 
dishonour  given  to  a  third  person  bebg  sought  to  be  proved  in  this  way  ?] 
Lanauze  v.  Palmer  was  a  case  of  that  sort :  it  was  an  action  by  an  endor* 
see  against  an  endorser  of  certain  bills  of  exchange ;  the  notice,  there- 
fore, was  foreign  to  the  issue.  It  is  entirely  different  from  the  present 
case :  and,  besides,  it  was  merely  a  decision  at  nisi  prius,  which  (the 
verdict  being  for  the  plaintiff,  who  tendered  the  evidence)  there  was  no 
opportunity  of  reviewing.  Here,  the  notice  was  the  very  matter  in  issue 
between  the  parties :  and,  where  that  is  the  case,  there  can  be  no  dis* 
tinction,  in  regard  to  proof,  between  a  notice  to  the  defendant  and  a 
notice  to  a  third  person.  *There  is  no  authority  whatever  for  r«7gA 
saying  that  it  is  only  in  the  case  of  a  notice  to  the  defendant  him- 
self,  that  the  ordinary  notice  to  produce  is  dispensed  with.  In  eject- 
ment, where  the  defendant  defends  as  landlord,  and  it  is  necessary  to 
show  a  notice  to  quit  served  on  the  tenant,  it  b  enough  to  give  notice  to 
produce  it,  in  order  to  let  in  secondary  evidence,  though  the  tenant  is 
no  party  to  the  record.  [Coltman,  J.  Is  not  the  principle  this,  that 
secondary  evidence  is  admissible,  because  the  defendant  has  had  notice 
to  produce  the  original,  and  the  plaintiff  has  no  means  of  getting  at  it?] 
In  truth  this  is  not  secondary  evidence :  it  was  a  notice  to  the  defendants 
as  well  as  to  Robertson.  And  it  may  be  doubted  whether,  in  order  to 
charge  the  defendants,  it  was  necessary  to  give  any  notice  to  the  other 
surety. 

Byksj  Serjt.,  and  WorUdgtj  in  support  of  the  rule.  Whether  notice 
to  Robertson  was  necessary  or  not,  is  not  now  the  question :  that  point 
could  only  aris^  upon  a  motion  for  judgment  wm  obstante  veredicto.  The 
condition  of  the  bond  expressly  requires  notice  of  the  default  of  the  prin- 
cipal  to  be  given  to  both  sureties.  The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  the 
issue  taken  by  him,  viz.  that  notice  was  given  as  well  to  Robertson  ^s 
to  the  defendanta.  In  order  to  do  this,  he  should  have  subpoenaed  Ro- 
bertson. This  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  notice  to  the  defendants  themselves  : 
they  have  no  knowledge  of,  or  control  over,  notices  delivered  to  a  third 
person  who  is  no  party  to  the  record,  and  between  whom  and  themselves 
there  is  no  privity.  In  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Fentonf{a)  which  was  an 
indictment  for  larceny,  in  stealing  a  coat  contained  in  a  paper  parceL 
Pabke,  B.,  held  that  the  prosecutor  was  not  entitled  to  *give:evi-  rt^ei 
dence  as  to  the  direction  on  the  parcel,  without  first  showing^that 
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be  had  given  luxtioe  to  prodace  it.  A  vkness  tnqr  on  the  vak  Hre  say 
that  A  rdewe  faaa  been  execated,  bat  it  cannot  be  proved  in  that  oiaDDer. 
HerCt  the  coi^nlB  of  the  letter  were  just  as  inadmissible  as  the  cover  of  k. 
This  is  not  a  mere  notice :  it  is  a  demand  of  payment  Gratis  v.  Wiutf 
2  Stark.  N.  P.  C  174,  is  as  nearly  as  possible  parallel  with  the  present 
case.  There  the  defendant  entesed  into  a  bond,  as  sonety,  for  payment 
of  any  sum  that  might  be  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  one  Spriggens,  withia 
six  months  after  notice :  and  Lord  EixEirBOBoueH  hdd  that  it  vas  ne* 
i^essaiy  to  prove  «  notice  to  produce  the  notice  of  the  pnncipai's  de> 
fiiolt. 

Wilds,  C«  J.  The  parties  went  •doKa  to  contest  the  issue  in  the  terms 
in  which  it  is  tafc^i,  namely^  whedier  or  net  the  plaintiff  gave  to  the  de- 
fendants, «nd  to  Rohertnon,  respectively,  a  month  be£m  the  comsaeace- 
mcnt  of  the  action,  notice  in  wating  tiiat  George  Brown,  the  priocipal 
debtor,  had  made  de&itit :  and  the  qqestion  ruiaed  at  the  txial,  was, 
whether  the  relative  position  of  the  parties  was  such  as  to  dispense  with 
Ihe  necessity  of  producing  the  notiQe  served  on  Robertson.  The  groaad 
upon  which  .the  plaintiff  xelied  for  this  purpose,  was,  the  supposed  sot* 
logy  of  ^8  case  to  that  of  a  notioc  of  dishonour,  and  that  large  class  of 
cases  in  whioh  secondary  €vidence  of  the  document  '^  allowed  to  begirea 
without  a  notice  to  produce  Ihe  original.  The  case  nnder  consideratioD, 
however,  does  not  seem  to  me  to  he  at  all  analogous  to  those :  they  are 
all  cases  where  the  party  has  possession  ci  the  paper,  and  -can  produce  it, 
or  wheie  the  parties  stood  in  such  a^rdatioa  as  to  make  a  deliveiy  to  the 
one  equivalent  to  a  deliveiy  to  the  other.    But  this  is  the  case  of  tvo 


*7^1  ^^^^^>  ^^  ^^  ''^  ^  connected  aa  .to  make  the  deliveiy  la 
-'  one  of  a  notice  of  their  principal's  delauk  equiralent  to  the  de- 
livery of  a  notice  to  both.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  has  failed,  not  for 
want  q[  a  notice  to  p0oduce«-^whieh  in  my  judgment  would  not  alter  tbe 
case, — but  because  he  has  not  proved  the  issue.  The  paper  should  have 
been  produced,  or  its  son-prodw^n  so  accounted  fpr  as  to  render 
secondary  evidenoe  of  its  contents  admissible.  No  evidence  of  that  sort 
having  been  given,  I  am  of  opinion  fhat  the  nde  must  h^  made  ahadiile 
lor  entering  a  nonsuit. 

CoLTssAK,  J.  I  am  at  a  loss  io.see  how  the  defendants  could  he  heae- 
fitted  by  a  notice  to  Robertson;  hut,  in  oirder  to  sustain  the  issoe,  I  tUsk 
the  plaintiff  was  hound  to  prodjaoe  the  original  notice,  or  C9«ose  its  ab* 
sence  in  the  usual  way« 

MauiiE,  J.  The  issue  in  this  case  was,  whether  i^not  notice  of  GeoqjS 
Brown's  defiuih  had  been  given  to  the  defendants  and  to  Kobertsoo,  tke 
co-surety  of  the  defendant's  testator.  Aobertson  is  a  straiigerto  the  actioB, 
and  is  in  no  sort  of  privity  with  the  defendants:  in  feet  their  intcfests  are 
antagonistic :  they  are  in  no  degree  identified.  The  questiont  then,  is, 
whether  notice  had  been  given  to  Robevtson,  a  stranger  to  the  actioa. 
The  proper  mode  of  proving  the  deliveiy  of  any  doc^uyient,  is^  subject  to 
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certain  exceptions,  of  which  this  is  not  one,  by  producing  the  document 
itself.  A  notice  of  dishonour,  which  is  one  of  the  exceptions,  goes  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  any  other  notice  to  the  defend- 
ant than  that  which  is  given  by  the  proceedings,  the  defendant  being 
sufficiently  warned  by  the  issue  that  the  plaintiff  means  to  give  secondary 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  notice,  unless  the  defendant  produces  it 
bimself.  If,  however,  the  doeument  is  not  in  *the  posaesnon  or  r«<7gQ 
under  the  control  of  the  defendant,  the  analogy  does  not  arise.  '' 
It  may  be  that  the  defendants  here  had  not  the  means  of  producbg  this 
notice.  They  may  know  that  the  document  is  of  a  diflerent  import  from 
that  alleged  by  the  plaintiff;  but  they  know  that  the  plaintiff,  having  dis- 
tinct notice  that  they  deny  its  existence,  most  give  some  evidence  of  its 
contents.  In  the  absence,  therefww,  of  any  evidence  to  excuse  its  non* 
production,  I  think  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  produce  the  notice  itself; 
and,  as  he  fiiSed  to  do  so,  the  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit  must  be  made 
absolute. 
v.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.        Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit.(a) 

(a)  The  rule  to  increaae  the  damages  wasi  of  ooime,  ducbaiged. 


LOMAX  t?.  WILSON.    JVbr.  25. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  first  ooont  declared  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  tuid  endoned  to  him  bgr 
the  defendant,  and  in  the  second  for  money  alleged  to  be  due  ftam  the  defendant  upon  an 
aocoont  stated-— concluding  that,  «*  in  consideration  of  the  premises  respectively,  the  de- 
feodam  promised  to  pay  tkt  mid  aeoeMA  UM^mmtkmed  mNisys  resyeotivftly  to  the  plsiotiff, 
on  lequesL"  ^ 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  second  count,  on  the  ground  that  it  contained  an  incorrect 
statement  of  Hie  consideration  for  the  promise ;  or,  if « the  last-mentiooed  moneys"  inolnded 
the  money  in  the  first  count,  then  the  second  oouat  was  bad  Sjh  duplicity. 

The  court  set  aside  the  demurrer  as  frivolous. 

AsscTBfPSiT,  by  endorsee  against  drawer  of  a  bill  of  cKchange. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant,  on  ihe  Slat 
of  May,  1846,  made  his  biH  of  exchange  in  writing,  uid  disected  the  same 
to  one  *William  Watkins,  and  thereby  required  the  said  V^Uiam  riHTg^ 
Watkins  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defendant  18/.  I65.  sia:  months    ^ 


after  the  date  thereof,  which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  eMsmencement 
of  this  suit ;  and  the  said  defendant  then  endorsed  die  same  ta  the  plaintiff; 
and  the  said  William  Watkins  did  not  pay  the  said  biH,  altfiough  the  same 
was  presented  to  him  on  the  day  when  it  became  dne ;  of  all  wldeh  the 
defendant  then  had  due  notice :  and  the  defendant  then,  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  amount  of  the  said 
bill  when  he  the  defendant  diould  be  thereunto  afterwarda  aequested. 

The  sec<md  count  stated,  that,  whereas  also  the  defendant,  on  the  18th 
of  Septend>er,  1846,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  9M.  for  money  found 
to  be  due  firom  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  an  account  then  stated 
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between  them ;  and  whereas  the  defendant  afterwardsi  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  respectively,  then  pro- 
mised to  pay  the  said  several  last-merUianed  moneys  respectively  to  the 
plaintiff  on  request ;  yet  he  hath  disregarded  his  promises,  and  hath  not 
paid  any  of  the  said  moneys,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff^s  damage 
of  40/.,  and  thereupon  he  brings  suit,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first  count,  that  he  had  not  due  notice 
of  the  non-payment  of  the  bill  by  Watkins ;  and  to  the  second  he  de- 
murred specially,  assigning  for  causes — that  the  promise  alleged  in  the 
said  last  count  is  a  promise  to  pay  <<the  said  several  last-mentioned 
moneys  respectively,''  whereas  there  is  only  one  sum  of  money  in  the  de- 
claration to  which  the  promise  in  the  last  count  mentioned  can  apply, 
which  is  insensible  and  repugnant — and  also  that  it  is  alleged  in  the  said 
last  count  that  the  defendant  promised  as  therein  mentioned,  «<  in  consi- 
deration of  the  premises  respectively,"  which  allegation  necessarily  in* 
««gg1  eludes  within  such  consideration  the  premises  mentioned  in  *tbe 
first  count  of  the  declaration,  as  well  as  those  mentioned  in  the 
last ;  and  that  this  statement  of  the  consideration  in  the  said  last  count  is 
insensible  and  repugnant,  as  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  first  count 
of  the  declaration  cannot  properly  form  a  consideration  for  the  promise 
mentioned  in  the  last  count  of  the  declaration — and  also  that,  if  it  is  meant 
by  the  allegation  of  <<  the  several  last-mentioned  moneys,"  in  the  said  last 
count,  to  include  therein  the  moneys  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  then 
the  said  last  count  is  double,  for  containing  a  second  promise,  and  one 
alleged  to  have  been  made  on  a  different  day  from  the  day  iu  the  first 
count  mentioned,  to  pay  the  moneys  in  the  first  count  mentioned — and 
also  that  the  said  last  count  is  uncertain,  in  this  respect,  that  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  promise  and  consideration  therein  mentioned  are  intended 
to  refer  to  the  sum  of  20/.  therein  mentioned  only,  or  whether  they  are 
also  intended  to  refer  to  and  include  the  money  and  consideration  men- 
tioned in  the  first  count — and  also  that  the  said  last  c^unt  is  in  other  re- 
spects uncertain,  informal,  and  insufficient. 

WiUeSf  on  a  fi>rmer  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside 
this  demurrer  as  fiivolous. 

Fortescue  showed  cause.  The  second  count  is  clearly  bad,  for  con- 
taining an  incorrect  statement  of  the  consideration  for  the  defendant's 
promise ;  or,  if  the  « last-mentioned  moneys"  included  the  money  in  the 
first  count,  then  the  second  count  is  bad  for  duplicity.  The  courts  have 
frequently  said  that  they  would  require  the  new  rules  to  be  strictly  adhered 
to,  otherwise  there  would  in  every  case  be  an  argument  as  to  the  propriety 
of  equivalent  expressions* 

WiUeSf  in  support  of  his  rule.    There  is  no  double  promise  to  pay  the 
*7661    '^'^^^7  mentioned  in  the  second  *count.    If  there  be  any  objection 
on  the  score  of  duplicity,  that  applies  to  the  first  count,  which  is 
not  demurred  to. 
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Wilde,  C.  J.  Iliis  objection  is  so  obviously  taken  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  delaying  the  plaintiff,  and  is  so  refined,  that  I  am  not  sorry  that  it 
should  fail.  Suppose  the  defendant  did,  in  consideration  of  the  debt  dub 
upon  the  bill,  and  of  the  money  found  due  upon  the  account  stated,  pro- 
mise to  pay,  the  second  count  would  not  be  bad  because  it  affected  to  add 
to  a  good  consideration  something  that  was  redundant  and  unnecessary, 
and  that  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  If  there  be  any  objection  on 
the  score  of  Us  petUumy  that  may  apply  to  the  first  count,  but  clearly  ndt 
to  the  second.  I  think  the  rule  for  setting  aside  the  demurrer  most  be 
made  absolute. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  absolute. 


VAUGHAN  r.  HANCOCK.    JVbv.  5. 

The  plaintiff  agreed  to  lot  a  hooae  to  the  defendant,  and  to  seU  him  oextatn  fumituie  and  fix- 
tures therein,  and  to  make  certain  alterations  and  improyemcnts  in  the  house ,  and  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  take  the  house,  and  to  pay  for  tlie  furniture  and  fixtures  and  alterations  :-— 
Hetdf  that  this  was  an  agreement  relating  to  an  interest  in  land,  within  the  fourth  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  of  firauds. 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff  would  let  to  the  defendant,  as  yearly  tenant,  a  certain  messuage, 
&c.,  and  vrould  sell  to  the  plaintiff,  for  a  certain  sum  of  money,  certain 
furniture  and  fixtures  then  being  in  and  upon  the  said  messuage,  and 
would  make  certain  improvements  and  alterations  therein,  according  to 
the  desire  and  to  *the  approbation  of  the  defendant,  he  the  defend-  fja'j 
ant  then  promised  that  he  would  become  the  tenant  of  the  plaintiff,  ^ 
and  would  take  the  said  furniture  at  a  reasonable  price,  and  would  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  a  reasonable  price  for  the  said  alterations  and  improve- 
ments: Averment,  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  let  the  mes- 
suage, and  then  tendered  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  was  then  ready 
and  willing  to  sell  the  said  furniture  and  fixtures  to  the  defendant,  and 
did  then  make  the  said  alterations  and  improvements  in  the  said  mes- 
suage, &c.,  the  same  amounting  to  the  sum  of  121.  10s.;  but  that  the 
defendant  would  not  then  become  the  tenant,  &c.,  nor  take  the  said  fur- 
niture and  fixtures,  or  pay  a  reasonable  price  for  the  same,  nor  would  he 
pay  the  said  sum  of  12/.  lOs.  or  any  part  thereof,  for  the  said  alterations 
and  improvements. 

Plea,  non  assumpsit,  (a) 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Erle,  J.,  at  the  last  Bristol  assizes. 
The  plaintiff  sought  to  prove  the  contract  alleged  in  the  declaration  by 
oral  testimony :  but  it  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that, 
being  a  contract  relating  to  lands,  it  could  only  be  sustained  by  written 

(a)  Vide  1  M.  &  G.  773;  lb.  n.  (d),  3  M. &  G.  462  (a),  5  M. &  G.  393  (a\  6  M.&  G.  54(6),  1 C. 
K268. 
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proof;  and  the  cases  of  7%e  Earl  of  FalnwiM  ▼.  Tliomas^  1  C.  <t  M. 
89,  and  Medielen  ▼.  Wallace,  6  Ad.  &  £.  49,  3  N.  &  P.  334,  wen 
cited. 

The  learned  judge  nonsuited  tbe  plaintiff^  giving  bim  leave  to  moYe  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  12/.  I3s.  4(2.,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
case  was  not  within  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Crowder  now  moved  accordingly.  The  cases  cited  at  the  trial  do  not 
govern  this.     In  Mechelen  v.  Wallace^ — ^upon  which  the  learned  judge's 
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decision  proceeded, — *the  declarati<Mi  stated  that  the  (daintiff  was 


desirous  of  taking  a  furnished  house  as  a  school ;  that  the  defend- 
ant was  possessed  of  a  house  in  part  furnished^  and  all  other  furniture  ne- 
cessary for  completely  furnishing  the  same ;  that  thereupon,  in  considera- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  would  take  possession  of  the  house  so  partly  fur- 
nished, and  would,  if  the  furniture  necessary  for  the  completely  furnishing 
the  house  for  the  purpose  aforesaid  should  be  sent  into  the  house  by  the 
defendant  within  a  reasonable  time,  become  the  tenant  of  the  defendant 
of  the  house,  with  all  the  furniture  aforesaid,  at  die  rent  aforesaid,  and 
pay  the  rent  quarterly,  commencing,  &c.,  the  defendant  promised  the 
plaintiff  that  he  the  defendant  would,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the 
plaintiff  should  have  so  taken  possession  of  the  same  house  and  premises, 
send  into  the  said  house  and  premises  all  the  furniture  necessary  for  the 
completing  of  the  furnishing  of  the  said  house  with  furniture  of  good  quality; 
and  then  averred  that  the  defendant  took  possession  of  the  house ;  and 
alleged  for  breaches,  that  the  articles  of  furniture  sent  into  the  said  house 
were  not  of  good  quality,  and  that  all  the  furniture  necessary  for  the  comr 
pleting  of  the  furnishing  of  the  said  house,  was  not  sent  in.  The  de- 
fendant pleaded  (a)  that  there  was  no  note,  or  memorandum  in  writing, 
of  the  promise  stated  in  the  declaration.  And  it  was  held,  on  demurrer, 
that  the  promise  stated  in  the  declaration  related  to  land,  and  that,  as 
there  was  no  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  no  action  could  be  main- 
tained upon  it.  There,  as  in  The  Earl  of  Falmouth  v.  Thomas^  the  con- 
tract was  entire ;  and,  as  Lord  Denman  observed,  « the  bare  statement 
of  the  case  showed  that  the  contract  related  to  an  interest  in  land." 
Here,  however,  the  contract  is  divisible,  and,  on  the  pleadings,  it  is 
"■"TfiQI  ^^^^^^-  There  would  be  a  perfectly  good*  consideration  left, 
if  all  were  expunged  except  that  part  which  related  to  the  altera- 
tions and  improvements.  [Maule,  J.  The  letting  of  the  house  was 
*"  clearly  the  material  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  contract.]  No 
doubt  the  taking  of  the  house  was  part  of  the  inducement  to  the  de- 
fendant's entering  into  the  contract :  but  the  question  is,  whether  the 
three  branches  of  the  contract  may  not  be  severed. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  I  cannot  see  the  smaUest  ground  for  doubting  that  tbe 
plaintiff  was  properly  nonsuited  in  this  case.  The  principal  subject-matter 
of  the  agreement  was  the  occupation  of  the  premises.    It  was  with  a 

(a)  Tide  lupi^  767  (a). 
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Tiew  only  to  that,  that  the  defendant  contracted  to  pay  for  the  improve- 
ments  and  alterations,  whiok  were  obviously  desirable  to  him  only  in 
coDnection  with  his  occupation  of  the  house.  The  consideration  w&i 
entire,  for  the  letting  of  the  house  with  the  alterations.  MecheUn  i . 
Wallace  is  a  distinct  authority. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring^-*- 

Rule  refused. 


JDfD  OF  MICHAELBCAS  tSAK. 


CASES 

ARGUED   AND   DETERMINED 

IN  TBB 

COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS, 

AITD 

UPON  WRITS  OF  ERROR  PROM  THAT  COURT 

TO  THE 

EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER, 

WUixjst  srerttCt 

IN  THE  TENTH  VEAR  OK  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


The  judges  who  usually  sat  in  banco  in  this  term,  were 

WiLDE}  C.  J.  CrESSWELL^  J. 

MaXTLE,  J.  V.  WlLLIAMSy  J« 


DOE  dem.  HOPE  and  Another  v.  ROE.    Jan.  12. 

Berhse  of  a  declAration  and  notice  upon  the  tenant  by  showing  him  the  nrae,  ffilktfinmm, 
and  attemptihg  to  serye  him  with  a  copy,  and  to  explain  the  same  to  him,  and  8ulKe> 
quently  leaving  a  copy  with  a  senrant  of  the  tenant  on  the  premiaea,  and  esplainiog  it  la 
him  >-~Hdd^  sufficient 

Chankell,  Seijt.,  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector,  upon 
an  affidavit  of  a  clerk  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  stating  that,  on  die  8th 
instant,  the  tenant  in  possession  called  at  the  office  of  the  attorneys,  when 
the  deponent  produced  a  copy  of  the  declaration,  and  explained  the  nature 
thereof  to  him,  and  was  proceeding  to  read  to  him  the  notice  at  the  foot 
thereof,  when  the  tenant  interrupted  him,  and  attempted  to  go  away, 
*7711  ^^^'^^S  ^^  deponent  he  should  not  take  any  *paper  of  the  kind, 
but  would  see  one  of  the  firm  on  the  following  day ;  that  the  <le- 
ponent  thereupon  urged  the  tenant  to  stay  while  he  finished  reading  the 
notice,  and  offered  him  the  declaration,  but  he  refused  to  take  it,  and 
retired  hastily  from  the  office,  the  deponent  following  him  and  repeating 
his  offers  to  serve  him  with  the  declaration ;  and  that  the  deponent  on  the 
following  morning  attended  at  the  premises,  and  there  left  a  copy  of  the 
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declaration  and  notice  with  a  servant  of  the  tenant,  (the  tenant  being  ab* 
sent,)  to  whom  he  read  over  the  notice  and  explained  the  intent  and 
weaning  of  the  said  declaration  and  notice,  and  such  service  thereof  on 
him ;  and  that  the  servant  said  he  would  give  the  paper  to  his  master  im- 
mediately on  his  return  home.  The  learned  serjeant  referred  to  Doe  d* 
Roberts  v.  Roe^  6  Scott,  N.  R.  833,  where  service  of  a  declaration  and 
notice,  by  showing  them  to  the  tenant  on  the  premises j  and  reading  over 
and  explaining  their  nature  and  object  to  his  cleik  there,  the  tenant  going 
away,  and  refusing  to  listen, — was  held  good  service.  [Wilde,  C.  J. 
That  was  a  service  on  the  premises:  has  it  ever  been  held  that  a  transac- 
tion like  this,  off' the  premises^  is  equivalent  to  service?]  It  has  not.(a) 
It  is  submitted,  however,  that,  taking  the  whole  circumstances  together, 
there  has  been  a  perfect  service. 

Per  Curiam,  Under  the  circumstances  we  think  that  that  which  has 
been  done  is  tantamount  to  a  personal  service  upon  the  tenant  on  the  pre- 
mises. Rule  absolute.(6) 

(a)  In  the  principal  case,  as  weU  as  in  the  case  dted,  the  serrice,  as  far  as  it  was  allowed 
by  tlM  tenant  to  proceed,  and  as  iar  as  it  was  available  fi)r  any  purpose,  was  jMrmioi  ser* 
vice,  which  may  be  eflected  anywhece. 

(6)  In  Doe  d.  Shepherd  v.  IZm,  10  Law  J^  Q.  B.  120,  senrice  on  a  serrant  of  the  tenant  in 
poasosion,  iqiom  the  pnmiaeM,  with  a  subeequent  coovenatioo  between  the  attorney  of  the 
leaaor  of  the  plaintifl*  and  the  tenant,  nU  upon  thepremueM^  in  which  the  attorney  explained 
'iie  nature  of  the  declaration  and  of  the  service,  was  held  insu£9cient 
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A.  ooQtracted  to  buy  of  B.  certain  cement,  in  casks  and  bags,  at  a  given  price,  for  cath ;  B, 
agreeing  to  allow  A.  3f.  6dL  Ibr  each  cask,  and  2s.  6il  ibr  each  bag,  that  should  be  returned 
perfect. 

In  an  action  by  A.  against  B.  for  not  accepting  and  paying  for  the  casks  and  begs,  the  de- 
chiration  averred  that  A.  duly  paid  B.  fbr  the  said  cement,  and  for  the  casks  and  bags , 
and  that  although  A.  was  ready  and  willing,  and  tendered  and  offered,  to  return  the  casks 
and  bags,  R  refused  to  accept  or  pay  for  them. 

B.  pleaded  that  A.  did  not  duly  pay  B.  for  the  said  cement,  casks  and  bags ;  and  that  A. 
was  not  ready  and  willing  to  return  the  casks  and  bags  to  B.  within  a  reasonable  time  >-> 

Udi^  that  a  payment  of  the  price  of  the  cement  by  A.  after  an  action  brought  against  him, 
was  a  payment  according  to  the  contract,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  complain  of  a  breach 
of  the  contract  on  die  part  of  & 

HMy  also,  that  A.  was  not  bound  to  prove  that  he  was  ready  to  return  all  the  casks  and 
begs— the  allegation  being  in  this  respect  divisible. 

Assumpsit,  on  a  special  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  cement,  partly 
in  casks,  and  partly  in  bags. 

The  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  1st  of  February,  1846,  the  de- 
fendant sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs  purchased 
and  received  of  and  from  the  defendant,  divers  quantities  of  cements, 
amounting  to  a  large  quantity,  to  vrit,  5000  bushels,  upon  the  terms  and 
conditions  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  plaintiffs  should  pay  fijr  the 
same  at  and  after  the  rate  or  price  of  IQd.  per  bushel  for  so  much  of  the 
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mid  cement  as  was  delivered  in  easks,  and  9^d.  per  bushel  for  so  nntch 
as  was  delivered  in  sacks  or  hags ;  As.  6d.  to  he  paid  hy  the  plaindSs  for 
each  cask,  and  3r.  2d,  for  each  sack  or  bag ;  and  that  the  defendant 
should  allow  to  the  plaintifls  Si*.  6rf.  for  each  cask,  and  3s.  2d.  for  each 
bag,  which  should  be  returned,  if  perfect  casks,  with  top  and  bottom  : 
terms  ^  cash :  Averment,  that  a  large  quantity,  to  wit,  3000  bushels,  of  the 
said  cement  was  delivered  to  the  plaintifl^  in  divers,  to  wit,  620  casks, 
and  that  the  residue  of  the  said  cement  was  delivered  to  die  plaintifls  in 
*7731  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^0  b&g^;  that,  ^afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  they,  the  plaintifls,  duly  paid  the  defendant  for 
the  said  cement,  and  for  the  said  easks  and  bags,  after  the  rate  and  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  aforesaid,  and  without  making  any  deduction  or 
allowance  for  or  on  account  of  the  said  casks  and  bags  in  which  the  said 
cement  was  so  delivered  as  aforesaid ;  and  that,  although  the  plaintiffi, 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  April,  1846,  were  ready  and  willing, 
and  then  tendered  and  oflered,  to  return  to  the  defendant  the  said  bags 
perfect,  and  the  said  casks  perfect,  with  tops  and  bottoms,  and  then  re- 
quested the  defendant  to  accept  the  same,  and  to  allow  and  pay  them  be 
the  same  as  aforesaid ;  yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  at  the  said  time 
when  he  was  so  requested  as  aforesaid,  or  at  any  time  before  or  snice, 
accept  the  said  casks  and  bags,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  of 
or  from  the  plaintifls,  or  pay  them  for  the  same  as  aforesaid,  but  then  whoUj 
neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded — first,  that  the  defendant  did  not  sell  or  de- 
liver  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  cement,  upon  the  terms  and  condidoas  ia 
that  behalf  alleged — secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  (hily  pay  the  de- 
fendant for  the  said  cement,  casks,  and  bags,  after  the  rate  and  according 
to  the  terms  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged — thurdly,  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  ready  and  willing  to  return  the  said  bags  and  casks, 
with  the  said  tops  and  bottoms,  to  the  defendant  within  a  reasonable  time 
of  the  delirery  to,  and  receipt  by,  the  said  plainti&)  of  die  said  ceiaeDt, 
bags,  and  casks,  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
last  Michaelmas  term.  The  contract,  as  alleged  in  the  declaratbn,  was 
proved.  It  appeared  that  two  parcels  of  cement  bad  been  delivered  by  the 
^7741  ^^f^n^^^  ^<>  ^  pl^^^ ;  the  first,  upon *the23dof  January,  1846, 
which  was  paid  for  by  check  on  the  30th ;  the  second,  on  the  11th 
'  of  February,  which,  in  consequence  of  a  dispute  as  to  the  quality  of  the 
article,  was  not  paid  for  until  the  I7th  of  April,  an  action  haidng  in  the  mean 
time  been  brought  for  it.  On  the  l8tb,  the  plaintifls  wrote  to  inform  the 
defendant  that  the  casks  and  bags  were  ready  to  be  returned  ta  him ;  but 
the  latter  refiised  to  accept  them.  It  was  proved  that  a  certain  number 
of  the  casks  (not  quite  the  whole)  were  piled  up  on  the  pkintifib^  premiies 
ready  for  delivery,  the  heads  being^  inside. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted,  that,  by  die  terms  of  the 
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coBtract,  tbe  payment  for  the  good*  ui  cash,  oa  defiverfy  ifas  a  conditba 
precedent  to  the  plaintifi'  rig^  to  conplaiB  of  a  breach  of  the  contract 
on  the  defendant's  part ;  and  that  the  plaiatiA  were  boond  to  prove  that 
all  the  casks  and  bags  were  ready  for  delirery. 

His  lordship  was  of  opinion  that  die  words  «<teiiDfly  easb,"  in  the  con« 
tract,  did  not  amount  to  a  conditioii  precedenC,  but  Barely  operated  as  an 
exclusion  of  credit ;  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plain- 
tifis  had  offered  to  return  the  casks  and  bags  within  a  reasonable 
time. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  pUntifis,  damages  191/.;  and  leave 
was  reserved  to  the  d^ndant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  the 
second  and  third  issues,  or  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion 
tiiat  the  objeetions  takea  at  the  trial  were  wdl  founded. 

ByleSf  Serjt,  (with  whom  was  Warren^)  now  moved  accordingly.  The 
words  « terms,  cash,"  in  this  eoatract  cleariy  constitute  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  obligation  of  the  defendant  to  be  satisfied  with  the  stipulated 
price.  Where  a  sale  is  made  for  cash,  and  the  pnrchaaer  chooses  to  take 
a  long  credit,  he  surely  can  *have  no  right  to  insist  upon  paying  r»<7Y5 
cash  prices :  tbe  vendor  is  entitled  to  a  credit  price.  [Maule,  J.  "^ 
If  the  seller  parts  with  the  goods  without  receiving  ready  money,  all  he 
gets  in  exchange  is  an  immediate  rig^t  of  action  for  the  breach  of  con* 
tract.]    He  would  not  be  bound  to  sue  upon  the  special  contract. 

As  to  the  third  issue,  the  declaration  alleges  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
ready  and  willing,  and  tendered  and  offered  to  return  to  the  defendant 
«c  the  said  bags  perfect,  and  the  said  casks  perfect,  widi  tops  and  bottoms." 
Upon  a  traverse  of  this  allegation,  the  ^intiflb  were  bound  to  prove  that  aU 
the  bags  and  casks  were  ready  for  delivery.  [Mauuc,  J.  Is  not  the  aUe« 
gallon  divisible?]  The  allegation  should  have  been  that  the  plaintiffi 
wcie  ready  and  willing  to  return  divers,  to  wit,  so  many  of  the  said  casks 
and  bags. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  There  is  no  dispute  about  the  facts,  and  no  difficulty  as 
to  the  law  of  this  case.  The  action  arises  out  of  a  contract  for  the  sale, 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  of  certain  bags  and  casks  of  cements 
Tlie  sale  was  for  cash.  The  meaning  of  that  is,  that  the  seller  shall  have 
a  present  right  to  the  moneyi  or  to  an  action  against  the  purchaser  if  the 
money  be  not  presently  paid.  Here  the  payment  was  clearly  a  payment 
according  to  the  contract.  The  second  issae,  therefore,  was  properly 
found  for  the  plaintiffs.  As  to  the  return  of  the  casks  and  bags,  the  de^ 
feadant  had  notice  that  they  were  ready ;  and  there  was  substantially  evi- 
dence that  they  were  so— a  certain  number  of  the  casks  being  piled  up 
on  the  plaintiflb'  premises.  And  there  was  no  evidence  on  the  other  side 
to  countervail  that.  Bat,  suppose  the  plaintiffs  were  not  ready  to  return 
the  toAo/e,  under  this  allegatien  it  was  perfectly  competent  to  them  to  prove 
that  they  were  ready  to  return  a  portion  of  them :  and  this  would  be  no 
variance. 


.'I. 
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*7761  *MAULEy  J.  The  allegation  that  the  plaintifik  were  ready  and 
^  ^  willing,  and  tendered  and  offered^  to  return  the  casks  and  bags, 
needed  not  to  be  proved  in  its  entirety,  not  being  of  a  class  in  which  num- 
ber is  material.  The  plaintiffs  clearly  sustained  the  issue  by  proving  their 
readiness  to  return  any  portion  of  them. 
Cbesswell,  J.,  and  V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


LANE  V.  DKON.    Jan.  13. 

A.  hired  of  B.  certain  rooms  in  the  house  of  Bu,  at  a  yearly  ient|  with  die  privilege  of  potting 
a  brass  plate,  with  A.'s  name  engraved  thereon,  upon  the  front-door,  there  to  remain  so 
long  as  A.  should  continue  to  occupy  the  apartments.  The  rent  being  in  arroar,  E  re- 
moved the  brass  plate  £rom  the  door,  and  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  have  acom 
to  the  apartments. 

In  trespass,  charging  that  B.  broke  and  entered  the  apartments  of  A^  and  expelled  him 
therefrom,  and  removed  the  plate,  and  seized  and  converted  his  goods :  R,  amongst  odiei 
pleas,  pleaded  that  A.  was  not  possessed  of  the  brass  plate  >- 

l&ld,  that  the  fiicts  warranted  the  jury  in  finding  that  B.  was  guilty  of  breaking  and  enUmg 
the  apartments ;  that  the  removal  of  the  plate  was  properly  treated  as  a  substantive  tre^ 
pass,  having  been  pleaded  to  as  such;  aud  that,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  show  ihst 
it  was  affixed  to  the  freehold,  it  must  be  assumed  to  be  a  chattel  only. 

Trespass.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant,  on  the  14th  of 
June,  1846,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  with  force  and  arms,  broke  and  entered  certain 
rooms  and  apartments  of  the  plaintiff,  in  and  parcel  of  a  certain  dwelling- 
house,  situate,  &c.,  and  then  ejected,  expelled,  put  out,  and  amoved  the 
plaintiff  and  his  family  and  servants  from  the  possession,  use,  occupation, 
and  enjoyment  of  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  and  kept  and  continued 
them  so  ejected,  expelled,  put  out,  and  amoved,  for  a  long  space  of  time, 
*7771  ^^  ^^'  ^^  thence  hitherto ;  and  also,  during  the  time  ^aforesaid, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  removed  and  took  a 
certain  brass  plate  of  the  plaintiff,  containing  engraved  thereon  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff,  off  and  from  the  outer  door  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  and 
kept  and  continued  the  said  brass  plate  so  removed  and  taken  as  afore- 
said,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  thence  hitherto ;  and  also, 
during  the  time  aforesaid,  to  wit,  during  the  time  first  aforesaid,  seised,  and 
took  certain  furniture,  papers,  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  &c.  &c.,  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  1000/.,  and  kept  and  detained  the  same  firom 
the  plaintiff  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  to  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  and  converted  and  disposed  thereof  to  his  own  use :  By  means  of 
which  several  premises,  not  only  the  plaintiff,  for  and  during  all  that  time, 
lost  and  was  deprived  of  the  use  and  benefit  of  his  said  rooms  and  apart- 
ments, but  also  he  the  plaintiff  was,  during  all  that  time,  hindered  and 
prevented  from  carrying  on  and  transacting  therein  his  lawful  and  neces- 
sary affairs  and  business,  and  had  been  forced  and  obliged  to  lay  out  and 
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expend,  and  had  laid  out  and  expended,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
the  sum  of  60/.,  in  and  about  the  procuring  and  providing  himself  with 
other  rooms  and  apartments,  and  other  furniture,  papers,  goods,  and  chat- 
tels, in  the  room  and  place  of  the  same  so  taken,  detained,  and  converted 
as  aforesaid  ;  and  also  he  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  greatly  exposed  and 
injured  in  his  credit  and  circumstances;  and  other  wrongs,  &c. 
The  defendant  pleaded — first,  not  guihy. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  breaking  and  entering  the  said  rooms  and  apart* 
ments  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  that  the  said  rooms  and  apartments 
were  not,  nor  were  nor  was  any  or  either  of  them,  at  the  said  times  when, 
&c.,  or  at  any  or  either  of  them,  the  rooms  or  apartments,  or  room  or 
apartment  of  the  plaintiff,  modo  et  formd — concluding  to  the  country. 

*Thirdly — as  to  the  same  trespass — that  one  John  Johnson,     r»7<vo 
before  any  of  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of 
September,  1845,  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  of  and  in  the  said 
rooms  and  apartments  in  which,  &c.,  and  of  and  in  the  remainder  of  the 
said  house  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  with  the  appurtenances,  aqd, 
being  so  thereof  seised,  afterwards,  and  before  any  of  the  said  times  when, 
&c.,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afore* 
said,  by  a  certain  indenture  then  made  between  Johnson  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  defendant  of  the  other  part — profert — Johnson  demised  the  said 
rooms  and  apartments  in  which,  &c.,  together  with  the  remainder  of  the 
said  house,  to  the  defendant,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to  the  defend* 
ant  from  the  29th  of  September,  1845,  for  and  during  and  unto  the  full 
end  and  term  of  twenty-one  years  firom  thence  next  ensuing,  determinable, 
nevertheless,  as  in  the  indenture  mentioned — froui  ptUetf  &c. ;  that  by 
virtue  of  that  demise,  the  defendant  afterwards  and  before  any  of  the  said 
times,  when,  &c.,  and  after  the  said  29th  of  September,  1845,  to  wit,  on 
the  30th  of  September,  1845,  entered  into  and  upon  the  said  rooms  and 
apartments  in  which,  &c.,  and  the  remainder  of  the  said  house,  and  be* 
came  and  was  possessed  thereof  for  the  said  term  so  to  him  thereof  granted 
as  aforesaid  ;*  that,  the  defendant  being  so  possessed,  the  plaintiff,  claim*, 
ing  title  to  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  in  which,  &c.,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, under  colour  of  a  certain  charter  of  demise  pretended  (a)  to  be. 
thereof  made  to  him  by  Johnson,  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  before 
the  making  of  the  said  demise  by  Johnson  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid, 
whereas  nothing  of  or  in  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  in  which,  &c., 
or  any  part  thereof,  ever  passed  by  virtue  of  that  charter,  afterwards,  and- 
before  each  of  *the  said  times  when,  &c.,  and  during  the  conti-     fjjQ 
naance  of  the  said  term  so  demised  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  on  the  several  days  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  entered  into  and 
upon  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  in  which,  &c.,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, and  was  thereof  possessed  at  each  of  the  said  times  when,  &c. ;  that 
thereupon,  the  defendant,  at  each  of  the  said  several  times  when,  &e., 

»*  i  (o)  Vide  atO^,  . 
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entered  into  and  upcm  tlie  said  fooms  and  apartments  in  the  dacliratiDQ 
mentioned,  and  in  ivliicby  fcc.,  in  and  upon  the  p]aiotiff*s  poisessioo 
thereof^  as  being  the  rooms  and  apaitmeiUs  ci  the  defendant,  doing  no 
unnecessary  damage  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  occasion  aforesaid ;  \rhicfa 
were  the  same  alleged  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  mes* 
tioned,  and  whereof  the  pbtntiff  had  abore  diereof  complained  against 
him — verification. 

Fonrthly-^as  to  the  remoiring  and  taking  the  said  brass-plate  off  and 
from  the  outer  door-^that  4ie  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  said  bra^ 
plate,  fiu>ia  6^,/if7n4-*-concluding  to  the  country. 

Fifthly — as  to  the  same  trespass^that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  tbe 
affixing  of  the  said  brass^plate  to  the  said  outer  door,  as  thereinafter  noh 
tioned,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  time  when  the  same  was  so  re* 
moved  and  taken  off  and  from  the  said  outer  door,  was  possessed  of  the 
said  outer  door;  ^at,  before  the  same  was  so  removed  and  taken,  as  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  Januaiy,  1846,  he,  dw 
plaintiff,  by  the  permission  ^  the  defendant,  affixed  the  sakl  brass-plate 
to  Ae  said  outer  door,  upon  certain  terms  just  before  the  time  of  the  » 
losing  the  same,  to  wit,  on,  Ac.,  last  aforesaid,  agreed  to  by  the  plaintilT 
and  defendant,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  terms  that  the  defendant  mi^^t  ie> 
move  and  take  the  said  brass-plate  off  and  from  the  said  outer  door  when* 
ever  he  the  defendant  shoirid  so  please ;  that  the  said  brass-plate  continued 
«.^oQi  so  affixed  to  the  said  outer  door,  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  'until 
^  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
the  defendant  removed  and  took  the  same  off  and  from  the  said  outer  door; 
that,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.y  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  said 
terms  then  stiH  remaining  in  foil  force,  he  the  defendant  removed  and  took 
the  said  brass-pkte  off  and  from  the  said  outer  door,  because  he  the  de 
fendant  then,  at  the  said  time,  ^eased  so  to  remove  the  same  off  and  fiom 
the  said  outer  door,  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  doing 
no  unnecessafy  damage  to  the  piaintiff  on  the  occasaen  aforesaid ;  vUdi 
was  the  same  trespass,  &c.— verification. 

The  sixth  plea^as  to  the  breaking  and  entering  the  said  looinfl  and 
apartments  at  the  first  of  the  oaid  times  when,  &c.,  in  the  dedaration 
mentioned,  and  as  to  4he  seising  and  taking  the  said  forniture,  papeis, 
goods,  and  ohattels  in  the  declaration  mentaoned-**after  stating  the  deaiise 
by  Johnson  to  the  defendant,  and  the  entry  of  the  latter  thereunder,  aa  ia 
the  third  plea,  down  to  the  asterisk^-^pcoceeded  to  aver,  that,  being  ao 
possessed,  the  defendant,  at  the  commeneenieatnf  the  said  term  so  to  him 
therein  granted  as  in  that  plea  mentioned,  and  before  the  first  of  the  said 
times  when,  Itc.,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  September,  1845,  demised  to  the 
plaintiff  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  in  which,  &c.,  to  have  and  to  JmM 
the  same  thencefofth  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  wiU  of  the  defendant,  at  asd 
under  the  weekly  rent  of  Ida.  Si.,  payable  weekly,  that  is  to  8ay,o&ever]r 
Monday  in  every  week  while  the  said  tenancy  should  so  continue;  tha^ 
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by  vbtue  of  the  last«iB«ttiioaed  4e0iiae»  the  i^ainitifl^  Bt  ihe  time  of  the 
naldag  thereof,  and  before  the  fiiist  of  the  mid  times  when,  &c.,  to  wit^ 
on,  &c.,  last  aforesaid,  entered  into  and  upon  the  said  rooms  and  apaft^ 
meats  in  which,  &c«,  and  became  and  was  possessed  thereof  for  the  said 
^tate  to  him  thereof  granted  as  aforesaid,  the  reversion  thereof  belonging 
to  the  defendant  for  all  the  residue  of  the  term  so  to  him  granted     r«7oi 
*by  Johnson ;  that  the  fdaintifi*  so  then  continued  to  be  such  tenant 
to  the  defendant  as  last  aforesaid,  Sox  a  long  time,  to  wit,  from  the  maldng 
of  the  said  demise  to  the  plaintiff  until  and  at  the  first  of  the  said  times 
when,  &c.,  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  that  afterwards,  during  the  said 
tenancy  of  the  plaintiff,  and  while  the  leversioa  belonged  to  the  defend- 
ant as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  1,2th  of  January,  1846,  and  before  tiie  fost 
of  the  said  times  when,  &.C.,  a  lai^  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  14/.  1&.  M., 
ef  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  fifteen  weeks  of  the  said  tenancy  of  the  plaii^iff, 
ending  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  then  last  elapsed,  became 
and  was  due  and  payable  to  the  defendant,  and  at  the  said  first  of  the  said 
times  when,  &c«,  was  in  arrear  and  unpaid ;  wherefore  tiie  defendant, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  said  term  so  to  him  granted  as  aforesaid, 
and  of  the  said  estate  of  the  plaintiff^  and  while  the  reversion  so  belonged 
to  the  defendant,  at  the  first  of  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  the  outer  door 
of  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  then  being  opes,  did,  in  the  daytime, 
enter  into  and  upon  the  said  rooms  and  apartmeots  in  which,  &c.,  for  die 
purpose  and  in  order  to  seize,  and  did  then  seize,  tidce,  and  distrain  the 
said  forniture,  papers^  goods,  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
as  and  for  a  distress  for  the  said  rent  so  'due  and  in  anrear  as  aforesaid,  and 
which  were  then  liable  to  be  distrjiined  as  and  for  such  distress,  and  which 
at  the  lime  of  the  said  distress  were  in  and  upon  the  said  rooms  and  apttrt'» 
ments,  and  carried  away  and  impounded  the  same  as  such  distress  as 
aforesaid,  as  he  the  defendant  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  doing 
no  unnecessary  damage  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  occasion  aforesaid ;  which 
were  the  same  alleged  trespasses  in  the  introduK^kny  part  of  the  plea,  &c« 
—verification. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first,  second,  fourth,  and  fifth  pleas. 
To  the  third  plcia  he  replied  th^tt  Johnson*  before  any  of  the  said  tioMS 
arhen,  Jcc.,  in  the  *decIaratioa  mentioned,  and  before  the  inden-  fjoo 
tore  in  the  third  plea  mentioned,  (p  wit,  on  the  .30(b  of  August^ 
1845,  demised  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  to  the  plaintiff,  to  have  and 
to  hold  the  same  to  the  plaintiil^  &c.,  from  thence  unto  and  until  the  .29th 
of  September,  1845,  aforesaid,  and  thence  from  year  to  year ;  that,  by 
virtue  of  that  demise,  the  plaintiff  entered  and  continued  possessed  c^ 
the  said  roon^s  and  apartments,  until  the  defendant^  at  the  said  times 
vhen,  &G.,  of  his  own  wrong,  broke  and  entered  the  said  rooms  and  apartp 
neats  in  which,  &c.,  in  the  said  third  plea  and  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned ;  and  that  the  defendant  unlawfully  became  possessed  thereof,  and 
vi4a^Wfrdly  committed  th^  treqiia^s^.  m  the  introductory  part  of  the  said 
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third  plea  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  abore  there* 
of  complained  against  him — verification.  And  he  traversed  the  demise 
alleged  in  the  sixth  plea. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Erle,  J.,  at  the  last  sitting  at  Westmin- 
ster,  in  Trinity  term  last.  The  facts  were  as  follow : — In  Angnst,  1845, 
the  plaintiff,  a  medical  practitioner,  hired  from  one  Johnson  certain  rooms 
in  Bury  street,  St.  James's,  at  a  rent  of  50/.  a  year,  with  the  privilege  of 
putting  a  brass-plate  with  his  name  engraved  thereon,  upon  the  front  door, 
there  to  remain  so  long  as  he  should  continue  to  occupy  the  apartments. 
In  September,  Johnson  demised  the  whole  house  to  the  defendant,  for 
twenty-one  years.  On  the  15th  of  January,  1846,  (he  rent  being  unpaid, 
the  defendant  removed  the  plaintiff's  brass-plate  from  the  door,  and 
refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  have  access  to  his  apartments.  It  appeared 
that  the  defendant  let  the  whole  of  the  house  in  separate  apartments:  but 
there  was  no  direct  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  actually  entered  the 
plaintiff's  rooms.     This  action  wa^  commenced  early  in  February,  1846. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  the  charge  of  break- 
*7831  ^"^  ^^^  entering  the  plaintiff's  rooms  *was  not  proved,  and  that 
the  removal  of  the  brass-plate  was  mere  aggravation. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  by  the  direction  of  the 
judge  severing  the  damages — 10/.  for  the  breaking  and  entering,  and  20f. 
for  the  removal  of  the  brass-plate ;  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  or  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  breaking  and  entering,  and 
that  the  removal  of  the  brass-plate  was  not  a  substantive  trespass. 

ByUSf  Serjt.,  in  Trinity  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  and 
also  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  justify 
the  verdict. 

WUkinSj  Serjt.,  and  G.  T,  Whikj  now  showed  cause.  There  cleaily 
was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  breaking  and  entering  the  rooms; 
for  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  defendant  refused  the  plaintiff  access 
to  them  for  the  mere  purpose  of  keeping  them  empty.  As  to  the  plate, 
the  plaintiff  did  not  part  with  the  possession  of  it,  by  placing  it,  widi  the 
landlord's  assent,  on  the  outer  door.  Its  removal  was  as  much  a  substan- 
tive act  of  trespass  as  the  removal  of  a  pier-glass  from  the  walls  of  the 
apartments.  [Maule,  J.  The  wall  would  be  demised  to  the  tenant  for 
all  the  purposes  for  which  he  might  legitimately  use  it.  Here,  there  is 
nothing  more  than  a  license  to  affix  the  plate  to  the  door.  The  difficulty, 
however,  is,  that  there  is  a  distinct  issue  joined  on  the  possessioQ  of  the 
plate.]  It  may  be  that  the  transaction  amounts  to  a  demise  of  so  much 
of  the  door  as  was  necessary  to  fix  the  plate  on.  In  Wdch  v.  JVosA, 
8  East,  .394,  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a  close,  and  cutting, 
^7Rl1  ^''  ^"^  ^^  ^^  plaintiff,  it  *was  held  that  the  defendant  could 
not  justify,  under  the  general  issue,  the  cutting  the  posts  and  rails, 
though  erected  ,oa  the  defendant's  own  land ;  there  being  na  question 
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raised  as  to  the  property  remaining  in  the  plaintifH  The  present  case  is 
altogether  different  from  Taylor  v.  Cok^  3  T.  R.  294,  as  explained  in 
Busk  V.  Parker,  1  N.  C.  72,  4  M.  &  Scott,  588. 

Byks,  Serjt.,  and  Pashley,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  charge  of  breaking 
and  entering  the  plaintiff's  rooms  was  not  sustained  by  the  mere  proof 
of  the  plaintiff  being  obstructed  and  refused  access  to  them.  The  case 
is  verj'  like  that  oi  Hartley  v.  Bloxham,  3  Q.  B.  701.  There,  the  defend- 
ant claiming  a  sum  of  money  as  due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff,  his  lodger, 
locked  up  the  plaintiff's  goods  in  a  room  which  be  held  of  the  defendant, 
and  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  put  them,  kept  the  key,  and  refused  the 
plaintiff  access  to  them,  saying  that  nothing  should  be  removed  till  the 
defendant's  bill  was  paid :  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  such  a  tak- 
ing of  the  goods  as  would  sustain  an  action  of  trespass.  Lord  Denman 
there  says :  «  Cases  like  the  present  must  often  have  occurred  ;  yet  there 
is  no  authority  for  an  action  of  trespass  under  the  circumstances.  The 
case  differs  from  that  of  a  distress,  where  the  landlord  asserts  that  he  takes 
the  goods,  and  thereby  acquires  an  authority  and  power  of  control  over 
them.  And,  even  in  such  a  case  of  taking,  it  has  never  been  held  that 
trespass  would  lie  if  the  act  was  wrongful."  [Maule,  J.  Probably  there 
was  no  exclusive  possession  in  that  case :  the  position  of  the  plaintiff 
might  have  been  like  that  of  a  lodger  at  an  inn ;  having  a  mere  easement 
of  sleeping  in  one  room,  and  eating  and  drinking  in  another;  in 
^vhich  case,  the  refusing  him  access  to  the  goods,  would  not  be  r^^ge 
a  trespass,^  That  which  is  complained  of  here  is  a  mere  obstruct  ^ 
tion  or  exclusion  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  exercise  of  a  right  of  way.  lu 
Wells  V.  Ody,  Maule,  B.,  suggested  that  both  case  and  trespass  might 
be  maintained.  In  Baine  v.  JUderson,  4  N.  C.  702,  6  Scott,  691,  there 
were  two  actions ;  and  both  verdicts  were  sustained.  [Maule,  J.  No 
doubt,  if  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  two  actionable  injuries,  he  may  have 
two  distinct  remedies.] 

As  to  the  brass-plate,  it  must  be  assumed,  on  the  evidence,  that  it  was 
attached  to  the  door  in  the  usual  way,  and  thereby  affixed  to  the  freehold ; 
and,  if  so,  its  removal  by  the  defendant  could  not  be  a  trespass.  In  Stocks 
T.  Booth,  1  T.  R.  666,  it  was  said  by  Buller,  J.,  that  trespass  would  not 
lie  for  disturbing  the  plaintiff  in  his  possession  of  a  pew  in  a  church ; 
because,  as  was  said  by  Dallas,  C.  J.,  in  77^  Duke  qfJVewcastle  v.  Clark, 
2  J.  B.  Moore,  288,  the  plaintiff  had  not  the  exclusive  possession,  the  pos- 
session of  the  church  being  in  the  parson.  [Maule,  J.  I  suppose  that 
means  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  any  possessbn.]  The  case  might  have 
been  different,  if  trover  had  been  brought ;  for,  one  may  qualify,  though 
not  inerease  a  tort :  2  Wms.  Saund.  47  bb,  and  the  cases  there  cited. 
Assuming  that  the  plate  was  not  permanently  fixed  to  the  freehold,  it 
^n-'ould  be  a  mere  chattel ;  and  trespass  will  not  lie  for  the  simple  receiving 
of  a  chattel.    In  Bro.  Abr.  Trespass,  pi.  216, (a)  it  is  said:  <«Nota,  par 

(a)  Citing  M.  SI  H.  7,  to,  39,  pL  48,  which  it  transenbed  vtrbaim  Fitz.  Abr.  2Wq».  pL  24& 
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FxNEux  et  Tremayle,  Ja,^  si  jeo  baile  biens  a  mi  homey  que  les  done  «i 
vend  a  un  estrange,  lestrange  eux  prist  sans  liveiy,  jaurai  trespass ;  cat 
par  le  done  (a)  ou  vende(6)  le  property  nest  change,  mes  par  le  prisel; 
mes  si  le  bailee  eux  Kver  al  estrange,  jeo  oaurai  trespas.  £t  si  enfant 
^7861  ^^^^  *^^  vende  ses  biens  et  eux  liver,  trespas  ne  gist ;  contra  si 
lauter  eux  prist  per  le  done  ou  vende  sans  livery.  Rede,  coutni 
del  case  del  bailee ;  tamen  Fineux  et  Taemayle  estoyent  ut  supra."  lo 
Comyns's  Digest,  tit.  Tre9pa$8j(B,  5,)  it  is  said,  that  <Mrespas9  lies  by  the 
party  to  whom  the  wrong  is  done,  though  damage  to  him  be  only  by  cod« 
sequence :  as,  it  lies  by  an  husband  alone  for  the  battery  or  threatening 
of  his  wife,  per  quod  consortium  amiHif  or  negotia  vtfecta  remamtnad^ 
&c.  So,  it  lies  for  the  battery  of  a  servant,  per  quod  tervitium  amisU. 
So,  it  lies  for  a  master  for  the  battery  of  his  servant,  per  quod,  &c.,  after 
the  death  of  the  servant.^'  In  Bennett  v.  Mcott,  2  T.  R.  166,  it  was  held 
that  a  father  may  maintain  trespass  for  breaking,  &c.,  his  house,  and  de- 
bauching his  daughter,  per  quod  sertntium  amisUy  though  the  daughter  be 
above  twenty-one  years  of  age,  where  acts  of  service  are  proved,  though 
there  be  no  contract  for  service :  but  that,  license  to  enter  the  plaintiff's 
house,  if  pleaded,  was  a  bar  to  the  action,  but  could  not  be  given  in  eri* 
dence  under  the  general  issue.  [Maule,  J.  There,  the  whole  was  laid 
as  one  act.]  In  Kavq,nagh  v.  Gudge,  7  M*  &  6. 316, 7  Scott,  N.  R.  1025, 
A.  let  premises  to  B.  by  an  agreement  which  contained  the  usual  clauses 
for  payment  of  rent  and  for  repairing  the  premises,  and  also  a  clause,  that, 
in  case  of  non-payment  of  the  rent,  or  aon-performance  of  (he  conditions, 
it  should  be  lawful  fox  A.,  without  any  demand,  to  enter  upon  and  take 
possession  of  the  premises,  and  e3q>el  B.  therefrom,  without  any  1^ 
process ;  and  that,  in  case  of  such  entry,  and  of  any  action  being  brought 
for  the  same,  the  defendant  might  plead  leave  and  license  of  B.  to  A.  for 
the  entry  or  trespasses  complained  o£  Jn  an  action  of  trespass  by  B. 
against  C.  for  breaking  and  entering,  &c.,  and  assauliing  the  plaintiff,  C. 
pleaded  leave  and  license.    It  appeared,  that,  rent  being  in  arrear  from 

*7871  ^'  ^^  ^*'  ^*'  ^^^^^  ^  written  order  from  A.,  had  'entered,  aod 
forcibly  expelled  B.  The  foregoing  agreement  was  given  in  eri- 
dence:  and  it  was  held,  that  the  plea  was  sustained  by  the  evidence;  and 
that,  as  the  plaintiff  had  not  new*assigned  any  excess,  the  assault  wis 
merely  an  aggravation  of  the  principal  trespass,  and  was  covered  by  tbe 
plea.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Woodward  y.  WaUont  2  N.  R.  476,  seems  to  show 
that  trespass  is  maintainable  for  the  seduction  of  a  daughter,  (c)]  In  the 
recent  case  of  Grinnell  v.  Wells,  7  M.  &  G.  1033,  8  3cott,  N.  R.  741,  an 
action  upon  the  case  was  held  to  be  the  proper  remedy  for  an  injury  of 
that  sort.  Here,  the  declaration  merely  charges  the  removal  of  the  plate 
as  an  aggravation  of  tbe  principal  trespass :  and  the  plate  wa^  not  ^  io 
the  plaintiff's  possession  as  to  entitle  him  to  maiatfdn  such  an  sctioo. 


i 


•)  Vide  3  M.  &  G.  601,n.  (6)  l^e  5  lllb  R.  CM; 

f)  And  9ee  Eagar  v.  Gnmm^t  I  £x^  ^^ 
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WiLDB,  G.  J.  One  ground  upon  which  this  rule  was  moved,  is,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  in  support  g[  so  much  of  the 
declaration  as  alleges  a  trespass  to  the  plaintiff's  rooms,  and  ejecting  him 
therefrom,  and  seizing  his  goods.  The  evidence  offered,  was,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  taken  apartments  in  the  house  in  question,  for  a  certain  term ; 
and  that,  before  that  term  had  expired,  the  defendant  refused  to  permit 
the  plaintiff  to  have  access  to  them.  It  appears  to  me  that  that  was  com- 
petent evidence  to  submit  to  the  jury,  and  that  it  afforded  a  reasonable 
foundation  for  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  period  of  time  during  which 
the  plaintiff  was  excluded,  the  nature  of  the  property,  and  the  other  sur* 
rounding  circumstances,  were  all  proper  to  be  taken  into  the  account  in 
determining  whether  or  not  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  the  defendant  broke 
and  entered  the  rooms.  It  appeared  that  the  apartments  in  question  were 
open,  and  that  the  defendant  took  advantage  of  the  temporary  absence 
of  the  plaintiff,  to  fasten  the  outer  *door,  and  so  exclude  the  plain-  r^'joo 
tiff  from  his  lodgings.  Considering  that  the  whole  house  was  let 
out  in  separate  suites  of  apartments,  and  that  the  defendant  refused  to 
permit  the  plaintiff  to  return  to  the  rooms,  what  is  the  reasonable  intend- 
ment of  the  use  to  which  the  defendant  would  put  them  ?  Out  of  court, 
no  one  would  for  a  moment  doubt  that  he  would  at  once  enter  them  for 
his  own  occupation  or  for  the  purpose  of  letting.  All  the  circumstances 
were  proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  could  not  properly  be  with- 
held from  them :  and  I  see  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  inference  they 
have  drawn  was  incorrect.    The  first  ground  of  the  motion,  therefore,  fails. 

llie  second  ground  of  complaint  is  as  to  the  removal  of  the  brass-plate 
from  the  outer  door.  It  is  quite  clear  that  this  brass-plate  was  a  chattel ; 
and  therefore  the  possession  followed  die  right  of  property,  unless  there 
were  circumstances  to  alter  or  control  it.  It  seems  to  have  been  a  part 
of  the  contract  of  hiring,  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  put  his 
name  on  the  door,  and  to  continue  it  there  so  long  as  he  diould  occupy 
the  apartments.  If,  then,  the  plate  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
was  placed  upon  the  outer  door  under  such  a  contract,  what  is  there  in  the 
evidence  to  affect  his  right  of  action  ?  Did  it  appear  that  the  plate  had 
ever  been  delivered  to  the  defendant,  or  that  there  was  any  bailment  ? 
Not  at  all.  All  that  appeared,  was,  that  the  plate  was  rightfully  on  the 
door,  and  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  removed  it.  The  removal  might 
amount  to  a  distinct  and  substantive  trespass,  or  to  mere  aggravation, 
according  to  circumstances.  In  the  declaration  it  is  complained  of  as  a 
substantive  trespass.  How  does  the  defendant  treat  that?  If  the  re- 
uioval  of  the  plate  was  aggravation  only,  he  was  not  bound  to  plead  to  it. 
He,  however,  takes  a  distinct  issue  on  the  possession  of  tiie  plate.  The 
parties,  therefore,  go  down  to  trial,  treating  this  as  a  substantive  act  of 
trespass  to  a  chattel  in  *the  possession  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the  de-  r*739 
feodant  had  meant  to  contend  that  the  plate  was  so  fixed  to  the 
fredidd  as  to  have  ceased  to  be  a  cha(ttel|  he  should  have  shown  how  it 
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vras  in  fact  fastened.  The  course  of  pleading  necessarily  threw  the  plain* 
tiflf  off  his  guard.  Both  parties  having,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end, 
treated  the  brass-plate  as  a  distinct  chattel,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it 
vras  not  competent  to  the  defendant  to  change  his  ground.  Wdsh  v.  JYosA 
is  a  very  analogous  case.  It  was  an  action  for  breaking  and  eDteriog 
certain  closes,  and  breaking  down  and  destroying  gates,  posts,  rails,  &£., 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  main  question  was,  whether  the  justices  had  power, 
under  the  general  highway  act,  13  G.  3,  c.  78,  to  stop  up  an  old  way  be* 
fore  a  new  one  had  been  set  out.  The  defendant  contended,  under  the 
general  issue,  that  the  posts,  being  fixed  on  the  defendant's  land,  became 
bis  property.  But  the  court  said  that  the  defendant  made  it  part  of  his 
complaint  that  the  plaintiff  had  put  his  posts  and  rails  on  the  defendant's 
land  across  the  highway ;  and  the  case  resenred  showed  that  the  posts  and 
rails  were  meant  to  be  stated  as  the  property  of  the  plaintiff:  and  there- 
fore that  the  cutting  them  could  not  be  justified  under  the  general  issue. 
The  brass-plate  in  this  case  having  been  treated  as  a  distinct  and  inde* 
pendent  chattel,  and  being  capable  of  being  so  fastened  to  the  door  as  to 
retain  that  character,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  jury  were  justified  in  so 
dealing  with  it,  and  that  their  verdict  was  right 

On  both  grounds,  therefore,  I  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the  first  point,  the  evidence 
is  to  be  looked  at  with  reference  to  the  subject-matter  in  respect  of  which 
the  trespass  complained  of  was  committed.  The  plaintiff  complains  that 
*7901  ^^  defendant  broke  and  entered  his  rooms,  *and  ejected  and  ex- 
pelled him  therefrom.  The  evidence  was,  that  the  plaintiff  being 
tenant  of  certain  rooms  in  the  defendant's  house,  and  seeking  to  be  let 
in,  the  defendant  unlawfully  kept  him  out.  That  clearly  was  evidence 
whence  a  jury  might  reasonably  and  properly  infer  that  the  defendant 
did,  in  fact,  enter  and  take  possession  of  the  plaintiff's  rooms.  It  cannot 
be  assumed  that  the  defendant  never  went  into  the  rooms  himself. 

As  to  the  brass-plate,  it  was  throughout  treated  as  a  chattel :  and  no 
doubt  it  was  so  fixed  as  to  be  capable  of  being  removed  without  injury  to 
the  door.  The  property,  therefore,  not  being  divested  out  of  the  plaintiflj 
the  verdict  was  founded  upon  evidence  that  might  fairly  lead  the  jury  to 
such  a  conclusion.  As  to  the  conversion  of  the  plate  being  a^^vation 
only,  that  argument  is  not  now  open  to  the  defendant ;  it  having  been 
treated  in  the  pleadings,  as  well  as  at  the  trial,  as  a  substantive  tres- 
pass. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
With  respect  to  the  trespass  in  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  apart- 
ments, there  was,  I  think,  abundant  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  in- 
ferring that  the  defendant  had  entered  and  resumed  possession.  The 
case  is  widely  different  finom  Hartley  v.  Blaxham :  there,  it  was  quite  clear 
that  the  defendant  never  touched  the  goods  at  all ;  he  merely  locked  the 
door  of  the  room  they  were  in^  and  kept  the  key :  but  here,  there  was 
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evidence  from  v^hich  the  jury  were  at  liberty  to  infer  that  the  defendant 
had  actually  entered  and  kept  possession  of  the  rooms. 

With  respect  to  the  removal  of  the  brass-plate,  it  was  pleaded  to,  and 
throughout  the  cause  treated,  as  a  substantive  trespass.  No  question  was 
made  as  to  whether  it  was  a  thing  affixed  to  the  freehold  or  not.  It  is, 
therefore,  too  late  jdow  to  urge  that  point.  There  was  *nothing  [■♦-yni 
like  a  bailment  There  was  no  delivery  of  the  plate  to  the  land- 
lord, to  be  re-delivered  upon  request,  or  otherwise.  The  substance  of  the 
contract  was,  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  allowed  to  have  the  custody  of  it 
in  a  particular  place.  I  see  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  verdict  as  to  that. 
After  all,  whether  the  removal  of  the  plate  was  a  substantive  trespass,  or 
aggravation  only,  is  mere  matter  of  form:  the  plaintiff  would  equally  be 
entitled  to  damages  in  either  view. 

V.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  contrary  to  common 
sense  to  say  that  there  was  nothing  to  leave  to  the  jury  in  this  case.  And 
I  think  the  jury  were  well  warranted  in  inferring  that  the  defendant  did 
enter  and  take  possession  of  the  rooms  in  question. 

it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  or  not  trespass  could  be  maintained 
for  the  removal  of  a  chattel  permanently  fixed  to  the  fi*eehold.  The  ge- 
neral rule  undoubtedly  is,  Quicqidd  plantatur  solo^  solo  cedit.  But  that 
point  was  not  raised  at  the  trial :  and,  on  the  pleadings,  the  brass-plate 
was  treated,  as  we  must  now  assume  it  to  be,  as  an  independent  chattel. 
If  so,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  had  both  the  right  of  possession  and 
the  right  of  property.  If  he  himself  had  taken  it  off  the  door  and  sold  it, 
DO  one  would  have  had  a  right  to  complain.  Ktivanagh  v.  Gudge  was 
quite  a  different  case :  that  which  was  treated  as  aggravation  there  might 
have  been  made  the  subject  of  a  new-assignment :  here  it  is  difficult  to 
say  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  new-assigned  as  to  the  plate.  Griffiths  v. 
Dunnett,  7  M.  &G.  1002,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  836,  shows  that  a  plea  addressed 
to  matter  of  aggravation  merely,  is  bad  ;  and  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth 
of  the  defendant  to  say  that  he  has  pleaded  a  bad  plea.  Had  it  been  ne- 
cessary I  should  have  had  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  this  was  properly 
the  subject  of  an  action  of  trespass.  Rule  discharged. 
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h  an  action  against  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  upon  a  promissory  note  signed  by  A.  B.  in  the  names  of 
liimself  and  C.  D.,  it  appeared  that  the  business  in  respect  of  which  the  note  was  given, 
had  formerly  been  carried  on  by  C.  D.,  and  that  C.  D.  had  admitted  that  she  was  a  parmer : 
— Hdd,  that  a  circular  issued  by  A.  B.,  stating  that  ^*the  business  would  in  future  be  carried 
on  in  the  name  of  B.  and  D^"  was  admissible  in  evidence,  though  not  distinctly  brought 
home  to  C.  D. 

itUl,  also,  that  a  signature  of  the  note  by  the  names  and  surnames  of  the  respective  parties, 
was  a  suf&cient  signature  to  charge  the  partnership. 

2vare,  whether,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  authority,  one  partner  can  bind  another  by  a  sig- 
nature other  than  that  of  the  usual  style  of  the  firm. 

2s2 
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A8suid>srr.  The  first  count  wds  upon  a  promisaory  note  purporting  to 
be  made  by  « Thomas  Seymoar  and  Sarah  Ayres."  There  were  also 
counts  fer  goods  sold  and  delivered,  work  and  labour,  and  money  fouod 
due  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant  Seymour  sufiered  judgment  by  default.  The  other  de- 
fendant pleaded  to  the  first  count,  that  she  did  not  make  the  note,  and, 
fo  the  rest  of  the  declaration,  non  assumpsit. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  undersheriflTof  Surrey  on  the  15th  of 
December  last.  The  note  was  produced.  It  began,  «<  Two  months  after 
date,  we  promise  to  pay,"  &c.,  and  was  signed  <«  Thomas  Seymour, 
Sarah  Ayres" — in  the  handwriting  of  Seymour. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  Ayres  had  formerly  resided  and  carried 
on  business  at  the  place  at  which  the  goods  in  respect  of  which  the  note 
was  given  had  been  supplied.  In  order  to  show  that  she  was  a  partner 
with  Ayres,  the  plaintiff  called  a  witness  who  deposed  to  a  conversation 
with  her  upon  the  subject  of  the  note,  in  which  conversation  she  admitted 
that  she  was  a  partner  with  Seymour.  A  circular  and  invoice  issued  by 
Seymour  were  then  put  in  ;  the  circular  stating  that  the  business  would  in 
future  be  carried  on  in  the  names  of  Seymour  and  Ayres,  and  the  invoice 
being  headed  «  Seymour  and  Ayres." 

4P.gQi        It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  Ayres,  *that  thb 
circular  was  not  admissible  to  charge  her,  there  being  no  e?i« 
dence  to  connect  her  with  it.    The  undersheriff,  however,  received  it 

It  was  then  submitted,  that,  assuming  that  a  partnership  subsisted  be- 
tween them,  Seymour  had  no  authority  to  bind  Ayres  by  a  bill  or  nott 
signed  otherwise  than  with  the  name  of  the  firm. 

This  objection  also  was  overruled ;  and  it  was  left  to  the  jury  to  saj 
whether  or  not  there  was  a  partnership. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  13/.  It.  3d. 

FortescuBj  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Ayres,  now  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  grounds  of  improper  reception  of  evidence,  and  misdirection. 
The  circular  was  clearly  inadmissible.  [Cresswell,  J.  There  was  evi- 
dence for  the  jury  before  that  document  was  put  in.  Maulc,  J.  If  evi- 
dence for  any  purpose,  the  circular  could  not  be  excluded.]  It  was 
allowed  to  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  of  the  alleged  partnership :  it  could 
not  have  been  offered  for  any  other  purpose.  [Maule,  J.  It  might  hare 
been  evidence  of  an  authority  to  Seymour  to  sign  notes  in  the  names  of 
Seymour  and  Ayres.  Wilde,  C.  J.  It  was  also  material  as  tending  to 
confirm  the  witness  who  spoke  in  the  conversation.]  At  all  events,  it  i^ 
quite  clear,  that,  if  Seymour  had  authority  to  bind  the  defendant  Ayres  by 
signing  notes  or  bills,  the  signature  should  have  been  in  accordance  with 
the  circular — *«Seymour&  Ayres;"  for,  one  partner  has  no  authority  to 
bind  another  except  by  the  name  of  the  firm :  Kirk  v.  Blurton^  9  M.  & 
W.  284. 

Wilde,  C.  J.    It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  gnyund  bid 
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for  granting  a  rule  in  this  case.  The  ^circular  was  clearly  admis^  r*794 
sible.  It  might  bear  on  the  case  in  two  or  three  ways^  It  was 
proved  that  the  defendant  Ayres  had  said,  when  called  on,  that  she  con- 
sidered herself  a  partner ;  and  that  the  business  was  carried  on  in  her 
name  jointly  with  that  of  Seymour,  and  at  the  place  where  it  had  formerly 
been  carried  on  by  her,  and  where  she  had  resided.  The  ease  cited  does 
not  sustain  the  objection  to  the  form  of  the  note.  The  circular  stated  that 
the  business  would  in  future  be  carried  on  in  the  names  of  Seymour  and 
Ayres ;  and  the  note  was  signed  in  the  names  of  Seymour  and  Ayres, 
with  the  addition  of  their  respective  Christian  names.  Kirk  v.  Blurton 
was  a  totally  different  case.  There,  the  bill  was  accepted  in  a  name 
which  did  not  purport  to  be  that  of  the  firm,  and  therefore  it  could  not  be 
considered  as  having  been  issued  for  the  purposes  of  the  firm. 

Maule,  J.  I  agree,  that,  in  this  case,  no  rule  should  be  granted.  As 
to  the  form  of  the  note,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  it  is  signed  by  Seymour 
in  the  name  of  himself  and  the  other  member  of  the  firm.  Suppose  there 
was  no  authority  so  to  sign  it,  other  than  the  general  authority  conferred 
by  the  partnership,  I  should  hesitate  to  say  that  one  of  two  partners  could 
not  bind  the  other  by  signing  the  true  names  of  both,  instead  of  the  fic- 
titious name.  That,  however,  is  not  the  question  here.  The  circular 
states  that  the  business  will  in  future  be  carried  on  in  the  names  of  Sey- 
mour and  Ayres ;  that  is,  in  the  names  of  the  two  persons  mentioned, 
whatever  those  names  may  be.  «  Thomas  Seymour"  is  the  name  of  the 
ODe,  and  «  Sarah  Ayres"  that  of  the  other.  There  is,  therefore,  suflScient 
evidence  of  a  special  authority  to  sign  the  note  in  those  names,  if  such 
special  authority  were  necessary. 

Cbesswell,  J.,  and  V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Kule  refused. 
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The  rule  as  to  a  tetm's  ootioe  of  proceeding,  whore  no  step  has  been  taken  for  more  than 
fcH.ir  terms,  does  not  apply  to  a  proceeding  after  verdict. 

Where  a  party  has  lost  the  benefit  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  tendered  to  the  mling  of  a  judge 
at  oisi  prius,  or  at  the  assizes,  by  the  death  of  tlie  judge,  and  without  any  defiiult  on  his 
own  part,  it  is  not  competent  to  another  judge  of  the  court  out  of  which  the  record  issues, 
to  seal  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

But  in  such  a  case  the  court  will,  where  the  circumstances  warrant  it,  aUow  the  party  to 
move  for  a  new  trial,  notwithstanding  the  proper  time  for  so  doing  has  elapsed. 

In  trespass  by  A.  and  R,  his  wife,  against  C.  for  a  false  imprisonment  of  B.,  C.  justified  under 
an  execution  against  die  plaintiff  for  costs  in  a  former  action  brought  by  them  against  C; 
alleging  the  recovery  of  the  judgment,  the  issuing  of  the  eo.  «a^  its  delivery  to  tho  sheriff, 
and  the  arrest  of  B.  thereunder.  The  plaintiffs  replied— confessing  the  recovery  of  the 
judgment,  and  the  issuing  of  the  ea.  n.'^-de  injuria  tuA  propria^  ab»quer€tiduoeatuti>-~H€UI, 
that,— as  the  judgment  and  writ  were  admitted  on  the  record^-*upon  the  warrant,  and  the 
arrest  of  R  under  it,  being  proved  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  justification  was  made  out,  without 
any  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

Trespass.     The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants,  on  the  15th 
of  February,  1844,  with  force  and  arms  assaulted  the  said  Lsetitia  Frances 
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Henry  (then  and  still  being  the  wife  of  the  said  Augustas  Newton,)  and 
then  beat,  bruised,  and  ill-treated  her,  and  seized  and  laid  hold  of  her, 
and  with  great  force  and  violence  pulled  and  dragged  her  about,  and  also 
then  forced  and  compelled  her  to  go  from  and  out  of  a  certain  dwelling- 
house  then  in  the  lawful  and  exclusive  occupation  of  the  said  Augustas 
Newton,  into  divers  streets  and  highways,  and  then  forced  and  coiDpelled 
her  to  go  into  a  certain  carriage,  to  wit,  a  coach  drawn  by  a  certaia 
horse,  into  and  along  divers  public  streets  and  highways,  to  a  certaiB 
prison,  to  wit,  the  common  jail  of  the  county  of  Gloucester,  and  thea 
imprisoned  her,  and  kept  and  detained  her  in  prison,  to  wit,  in  tbe 
said  jail,  without  any  reasonable  or  probable   cause  whatsoever,  for  a 
long  time,  to  wit,  for  twelve  days  then  next  following,  contrary  to  law, 
*7961     ^^^  against  her  will ;  *whereby  the  said  Laetitia  Frances  Henry 
was  then,  not  only  greatly  hurt,  bruised,  and  wounded,  and  under- 
went and  suffered  great  agony  of  mind  and  body,  but  was  also  then  greatlj 
exposed  to  the  inclemency  of  the  weather,  and  injured  in  her  health, 
credit,  and  circumstances ;  and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  Laetitia  Frances 
Henry  the  defendants  then  did,  &c.,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  Augustus 
Newton  and  Laetitia  Frances  Henry,  his  wife,  of  5000/.,  &c. 

The  defendants  Boodle  and  Norcutt  together  pleaded — first,  not  guilty— 
secondly,  (as  to  the  said  supposed  assaulting,  &c.,  of  the  said  Laeti'ia 
Frances  Henry,  and  seizing  and  laying  hold  of  her,  and  forcing  and  com- 
pelling her  to  go  from  and  out  of  the  said  dwelling-house  into  the  said 
streets  and  highways,  and  forcing  and  compelling  her  to  go  into  the  said 
carriage,  into  and  along  the  said  public  streets  and  highways,  to  the 
said  prison,  and  then  imprisoning  her,  and  keeping  and  detaining  her 
in  prison  for  the  said  space  of  time  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  above 
alleged  to  have  been  done,)  that,  theretofore,  and  after  the  intermar- 
riage of  the  plaintiffs,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  os 
the  15th  of  February,  1843,  a  certain  action  on  the  case  was  com- 
menced and  instituted  in  the  court  of  our  lady  the  now  queen  of  the  Bench 
at  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  by  the  now  plaintiffs,  against 
the  defendants  Rowe  and  Norman,  to  recover  damages  for  and  on  ac- 
count of  a  certain  alleged  libel  upon  the  said  Laetitia  Frances  Henry, 
alleged  to  have  been  composed  and  published  by  the  defendants  Rowe 
and  Norman,  of  and  concerning  the  said  Laetitia  Frances  Henry,  and  to 
the  alleged  damage  of  the  said  Augustus  Newton  and  the  said  Laetitia 
Frances  Henry,  his  wife  ;  that  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  in 
the  said  court  in  the  said  action,  that,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of 
*7971  ^^^^f  1843,  it  was,  in  the  said  action,  considered  by  the  *said 
court  that  the  plaintiffs  should  take  nothing  by  their  said  writ, 
but  that  they  should  be  in  mercy,  &c.,  and  that  the  defendants  Rowe 
and  Norman  should  go  thereof  without  day,  &c. ;  and  it  was  further  con- 
sidered by  the  said  court  that  the  defendants  Rowe  and  Norman  should 
recover  against  the  now  plaintifis  73/.  18«.  6(f.,  for  their  costs  and  chai^get 
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by  chem  about  their  defence  in  that  behalf  laid  out  and  expended,  by  the 
said  court  there  adjudged  to  the  defendants  Rowe  and  Norman,  and  with 
their  assent,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and 
providedy  and  that  the  defendants  Rowe  and  Norman  should  have  execu- 
tion thereof,  &c.,  as  by  the  record  and  proceedings  thereof  still  remain- 
ing in  the  said  court  of  our  said  lady  the  queen  of  the  Bench  aforesaid,  at 
Westminster  aforesaid,  more  fully  and  at  large  appears ;  that  the  said  judg-» 
luent  being  in  full  force,  and  the  said  sum  of  73/.  18s.  6d.  therein  men- 
tionedy  and  so  adjudged  to  the  defendants  Rowe  and  Norman  as  aforesaid, 
and  every  part  thereof,  being  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  the  defendant  Boodle, 
as  the  lawful  attorney  of  and  for  the  defendants  Rowe  and  Norman,  and 
by  virtue  of  their  retainer  in  that  behalf,  by  and  through  his  agent,  the 
defendant  Norcutt,  and  the  defendant  Norcutt,  as  the  agent  of  and  for 
Boodle,  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  7th 
of  July,  1843,  caused  and  procured  to  be  issued  out  of  the  said  court  of 
our  lady  the  queen  of  the  Bench  aforesaid,  at  Westminster  aforesaid, 
upon  the  said  judgment,  a  certain  writ  of  our  said  lady  the  queen,  called 
a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum^  against  the  plaintifis,  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  the  county  of  Gloucester,  by  which  said  writ  our  said  lady  the  queen 
commanded  the  said  sheriff  that  he  should  take  the  now  plaintiffs,  if  they 
should  be  found  in  his  bailiwick,  and  them  safely  keep,  so  that  the  sheriff 
might  have  their  bodies  before  her  said  majesty's  justices  at  Westminster 
immediately  after  the  execution  of  the  said  writ,  to  satisfy  the  de-  [#790 
fi^dants  Rowe  and  Norman  the  said  sum  of  73/.  I8s,  6d.  by  the 
said  judgment  so  adjudged  to  them,  Rowe  and  Norman,  as  aforesaid,  to* 
gether  with  interest  upon  the  said  sum  of  73/.  18^.  6//.,  &c.;  that  such 
writ,  afterwards,  and  before  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  said  sheriff  to  be 
executed,  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  July  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  was  didy{a)  endorsed  with  a  direction  to  the  said  sheriff,  re* 
quiring  him  to  kvy  the  said  sum  of  73/.  iSs,  6d.  and  interest,  &c.;  that 
such  writ  so  endorsed  as  aforesaid,  the  defendant  Boodle,  as  such  attorney 
as  aforesaid,  by  and  through  his  agent  as  aforesaid,  and  the  defendant 
Norcutt,  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  and  as  they  lawfully  might,  after- 
wards, and  before  the  return  thereof,  and  also  before  the  said  time  when, 
&c.,  and  whilst  the  said  moneys  by  the  said  judgment  so  adjudged  to  Rowe 
and  Norman  as  aforesaid,  and  every  part  thereof,  remained  due  and  unpaid 
and  unsatisfied,  to  wit,  on  the  said  7th  of  July,  in  the  year  last  aibre- 
said,  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  Gloucestershire,  to  wit,  Joseph  Yorke,  Esq., 
then  being  such  sheriff,  to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law ;  that,  by  virtue 
of  such  writ,  and  according  to  the  exigency  thereof,  the  said  sheriff  of 
Gloucestershire,  that  is  to  say,  the  said  Joseph  Yorke,  Esq.,  afterwards, 
and  before  the  return  of  the  said  writ,  and  whilst  the  said  moneys  by  the 
said  judgment  so  awarded  to  the  defendants  Rowe  and  Norman  as  afore- 
said, and  every  part  thereof,  remained  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  to  witt 

(a)  Quart, 
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on  the  day  and  year  hi  the  declaration  mentioned,  being  the  said  time 
when,  &c.,  and  within  his  bailiwick  as  such  sheriff,  that  is  to  say,  at 
Cheltenham*  in  the  county  of  Gloucester  aforesaid,  took  and  arrested  the 
'^7991  pl^i'^^^I'^titia  Frances  Henry  by  her  body,  in  the  said  *dwdliog* 
house  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and,  because  it  was  then,  to 
wit,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  (the  said  Laetitia  Frances  Henry  having 
been  so  arrested  as  aforesaid,)  necessary  and  expedient,  in  order  to  keep 
and  detain  her  in  safe  custody  under  and  6y  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  ac* 
cording  to  the  exigency  thereof,  that  she  should  be  taken  by  and  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  said  sheriff  out  of  the  said  dweUing-house  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  (the  same  not  being  a  place  where  the  said  Laetitia  Frances 
Henry  could  be  kept  in  safe  custody  by  the  sheriff,)  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  writ,  to  some  place  in  the  bailivnck  of  the  said  sheriff  where  she  might 
be  kept  in  safe  custody  of  the  said  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  writ  to  ibe  said  sheriff  so  directed  and  delivered  as  afore* 
said,  the  said  sheriff  then,  to  vrit,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  forced  and  compelled  her  to  go  from  and  out 
of  the  said  dwelling-house  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  into  the  said 
streets  and  highways  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  and,  because  it  was 
then  necessary  and  expedient,  reasonable,  and  proper,  that  the  said 
Lsetitia  Frances  Henry  should  be  carried  and  conveyed  in  a  carriage, 
rather  than  walk,  to  the  said  place  in  the  said  bailiwick  of  the  said  sheriff 
as  aforesaid,  where  she  might  be  kept  in  such  safe  custody  as  aforesaid, 
he,  the  sheriff,  in  order  to  carry  her  in  his  said  custody  as  aforesaid  with 
as  little  inconvenience  to  herself  as  possible,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c., 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  forced  and  compelled  her  to  go  into 
the  said  carriage,  into  and  along  the  said  public  streets  and  highways,  to 
the  said  prison  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same  then  being  the 
common  jail  of  the  said  county  of  Gloucester,  and  the  reasonable  and 
proper  place  for  her  to  be  kept  in  the  said  custody  of  the  said  sheriff  as 
aforesaid,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  and  there,  in  the  said 
*8001  P'^^^^'  imprisoned  *her,  and  kept  and  detained  her  in  prison  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  and  for  the  cause  therein  specified, 
for  the  said  space  of  time  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  as 
be  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage 
or  inconvenience  to  the  said  Lastitia  Frances  Henry  on  the  occasions 
aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  &c. — verification. 

The  defendants  Rowe  and  Norman  in  like  manner  pleaded  together- 
first,  not  guilty — secondly,  a  similar  plea  of  justification  under  the  judg- 
ment so  recovered  by  them  in  the  former  action,  and  the  ca.  sa.  thereon, 
as  in  the  second  plea  of  Boodle  and  Norcutt. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  issues  upon  their  respective  pleas  of  not  guilty,  and 
replied  to  the  others — admitting  the  recovery  of  the  said  judgment  in  the 
said  second  plea  mentioned,  by  Rowe  and  Norman,  and  the  issuing  of  the 
said  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum^  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said 
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plea  alleged — ^that  the  defentUnts  Boodle  and  Norcutt,  [and  Rowe  and 
Norman,]  at  the  said  time  when,  &c«  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  of  their 
own  wrong,  without  the  rendue  oi  the  cause  in  their  said  second  plea 
alleged,  committed  the  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part  of  that  plea 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintifis  had  in  their  said  declara* 
tion  above  complained  against  the  said  defendants-^concluding  to  the 
country. 

Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  Hilary  term,  1845,  when  the  plaintifis  put  in  the  warrant,  and  the 
sheriff's  return  thereto ;  and  it  appeared,  that,  the  lady  having  been  ar** 
rested  under  the  ca.  sa.j  a  summons  was  taken  out  to  obtain  her  dischai^e, 
on  the  ground  that,  she  being  a  married  woman,  and  the  action  being  the 
action  of  the  husband,  she  was  not  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution  for  the 
costs.  Two  of  t'he  defendants,  vis.  Boodle  *and  Norcutt,  at-  r*Qoi 
tended  upon  the  hearing  of  that  summons,  the  former  instructing 
counsel,  and  the  latter  as  the  attorney  of  the  other  defendants.  There 
was  also  evidence  to  show  that  what  was  done  had  been  done  with  the 
sanction  of  Rowe,  the  third  defendant.  But  there  was  no  evidence  that 
Norman  in  any  way  sanctioned  or  interfered  in  the  proceeding,  except 
that  he  was  the  avowed  editor  of  the  paper  in  which  was  published  a  letted 
from  Boodle  detailing  the  transaction ;  which  letter  was  received  as  evi* 
dence  against  Rowe. 

Under  his  lordship's  direction,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff 
against  three  of  the  defendants  upon  the  issue  on  not  guilty,  and  for  the 
defendant  Norman  on  that  issue,  and  for  all  the  defendants  on  the  issues 
joined  on  the  pleas  of  justification ;  notwithstanding  it  was  objected  on 
the  part  cf  the  plaintifis  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  judgment  in 
the  former  action,  or  of  the  issuing  of  a  ca^  sa.  thereon ;  the  lord  chief 
justice  holding  that  they  were  admitted  on  the  record. 

The  ruling  of  hia  lordship  was  excepted  to  on  behalf  of  the  plaintifis, 
and  a  note  of  the  exceptions,  signed  by  counsel,  was  handed  up  to  his 
lordship.  A  draft  bill  of  exceptions  was  afterwards  prepared  by  the 
plaintiffs,  and  signed  by  their  counsel,  and  was,  just  on  the  eve  of  the 
summer  circuit,  1846,  sent  to  the  defendants'  attorney,  who  returned  it 
on  the  24th  of  January,  1846.  The  bill  of  exceptions  was,  on  the  19th 
of  February,  delivered  to  the  lord  chief  justice,  in  order  that  he  might 
affix  his  seal  to  it.  Before  doing  so,  his  lordship  required  to  see  the  on- 
ginal  note  of  the  exceptions  made  at  the  trial.  Some  delay  thereupon 
^rose,  and  ultimately  his  lordship  died  without  having  sealed  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  which  was  returned  to  the  plaintifis  on  the  16th  of  Novembei 
l^t,  unsealed. 

The  defendants  having  signed  judgment  on  the  14th  of  November, 
without  having  given  a  term's  previous  notice  of  their  intention  to 
proceed, 
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«gQ2i  *'JVewtonf  for  the  plaintifis,  on  the  20th  of  November,  moved  for 
a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  vrhj  the  judg- 
ment so  signed,  and  the  proceedings  to  tax  costs  thereupon  had,  should 
not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  vrith  costs ;  and  why  one  of  the  justices 
of  this  court,  companionsof  the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tikdal,  deceased, 
should  not  affix  the  seal  of  the  said  justice  companion  to  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions left  with  the  said  late  lord  chief  justice  for  the  purpose  of  being 
sealed  by  him,  and  returned  by  his  clerk  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  16th  of 
November,  unsealed ;  or  why  the  plaintiffs  should  not  have  a  new  trial,  oq 
the  ground  of  misdirection,  or  such  other  relief  as  might  seem  just  to  the 
court.  He  submitted  that  the  signing  judgment  by  the  defendants  (a) 
without  a  term's  notice,  was  an  irregularity — referring  to  May  v.  Woodingy 
3  M.  &  S.  600 ;  Tipton  v.  Meeke^  8  J.  B.  Moore,  579 ;  and  Lord  v.  Wardle, 
ante,  p.  295 ;  that,  there  having  been  no  laches  or  miscarriage  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs,  they  ought  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  death  of  the  lord 
chief  justice— CoWam  v.  Partridge,  2  M.  &  G.  843,  3  Scott,  N.  R.  174; 
and  that  the  statute  13  Edw.  1,  c.  31,  which  gave  the  right  to  except, 
empowered  any  one  of  the  judges  who  were  members  of  the  court  at  the 
time  to  seal  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  If  it  should  turn  out,  upon  examination,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs have,  without  any  fault  of  their  own,  but  solely  from  the  circumstance 
alluded  to,  lost  the  benefit  of  their  bill  of  exceptions,  the  court  think  that 
the  justice  of  the  case  may  require  that  they  should  have  an  opportunity 
to  try  the  cause  again.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there 
was  an  interval  of  nearly  seventeen  months  between  the  day  of  the  trial 
and  the  decease  of  the  late  chief  justice ;  and  it  is  rather  a  fearful  thing 
*R0^1  ^  ^^y  ^^^^  ^^^  whole  ^proceedings  should  be  reopened  after  so  great 
a  delay.  As,  however,  we  have  not  the  facts  sufficiently  before  us 
to  enable  us  to  determine  how  far  the  plaintiffs  are  to  be  held  responsible 
for  this  delay,  and  with  a  view  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice  by  reason 
of  the  happening  of  an  event  beyond  human  control,  we  think  a  rule  may 
go,  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  there  shojfild  not  be  a 
new  trial  upon  the  point  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  fix  Norman. 

It  may  also  be  open  to  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that  the  judgment  was 
improperly  signed,  for  want  of  a  term's  notice ;  though  it  would  seem 
from  Lord  Ellenborough's  judgment  in  May  v.  Wooding ,  that  the  rule 
of  Easter,  13  G.  2,  does  not  apply  after  verdict. 

As  to  the  other  part  of  the  motion,  however,  which  prays  that  one  of 
the  other  judges  may  seal  the  bill  of  exceptions,  I  think  we  have  no  power 
whatever  to  make  such  a  rule.  The  statute  13  Edw.  1,  c.  31,  applies 
only  to  oases  where  certain  other  judges  have  been  associated  with  the 
chief  justice,  (6)  or  other  presiding  judge,  (c)  and  have  been  parties  to  the 
proceeding,  and  not  to  a  case  at  nisi  prius  or  at  the  assizes,  (^d) 

(d\  Sed  vide  infii,  808  (a).  (6)  Vide  Enfold  y.  Halt,  2  Lot.  236. 

(c)  As  judget  and  seijeants  named  in  a  commistton  of  assize.  (<!}  Sed  Tidesupii  (<} 
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Talfourd  and  ChanneU^  Serjts.,  and  Cowlings  now  showed  cause.  There 
dearly  was  no  evidence  whatever  to  submit  to  the  jury  affecting  Norman. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  ground  for  a  new  trial.  May  v.  Wooding  is  a  dis- 
tinct authority  to  show  that  the  rule  as  to  a  term's  notice,  applies  only  to 
proceedings  anterior  to  the  verdict.  Lord  Ellexborough  there  says: 
«<  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  this,  that,  while  the  matter  is  still  in  controversy, 
the  party  should,  after  so  long  a  lapse  as  four  terms  without  any  proceed- 
ings, have  notice,  that  he  *may  prepare  himself:  but,  when  the  T*of\4 
matter  has  passed  in  rem  judxcatam^  by  the  verdict,  the  same 
reason  does  not  apply.  The  rule  of  this  court,  therefore,  relates  merely 
to  interlocutory  stages  of  the  cause.  No  instance  is  stated  where  it  has 
been  carried  further ;  and  there  is  no  analogy  to  aid  this  case."  That 
case  is  in  no  degree  impugned  by  Lord  v.  Wardle.  It  was  not  necessary 
for  the  court  there  to  determine  whether  a  term's  notice  was  requisite  or 
not.  Besides,  if  such  notice  was  necessary  here,  there  have  been  steps 
taken  within  four  terms.  On  the  22d  of  January,  1846,  the  defendants 
had  notice  to  return  the  draft  bill  of  exceptions,  which  had,  some  months 
before,  been  left  vdth  them  for  approval  and  counsel's  signature.  On  the 
23d,  a  summons  was  taken  out  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  cause 
why  the  defendants  should  not  have  two  months'  further  time  to  return  it ; 
and,  on  the  following  day,  it  was  returned.  And,  in  February,  1846,  the 
engrossment  was  left  with  the  lord  chief  justice.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
pretence  for  either  branch  of  this  rule. 

JVewton^  in  support  of  this  rule.  The  delay  in  perfecting  the  bill  of 
exceptions  was  caused  by  a  circumstance  that  was  beyond  the  plaintiffs' 
control.  As  they  are  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  their  exceptions,  without 
any  default  on  their  own  part,  the  court  will,  in  the  exercise  of  its  equi- 
table jurisdiction,  give  them  such  relief  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will 
admit  of.  In  Cottam  v.  Partridge^  a  verdict  was  taken  subject  to  a  spe- 
cial case ;  and  the  plaintiff  having  refused  to  proceed  with  it,  the  court, 
at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  directed  a  new  trial,  notwithstanding  the 
period  ordinarily  allowed  for  moving  for  a  new  trial  had  long  elapsed. 

Where  no  proceeding  has  been  taken  for  more  than  four  terms,  a  term's 
notice  is  essential:  the  practice  is  clear  and  uniform.  Lord  v.  Wardle  is 
precisely  in  point.  *It  is  said  that  proceedings  have  been  taken  r«oA5 
here  within  four  terms.  But,  the  mere  notice  to  the  defendant's 
attorney  to  return  the  draft  bill  of  exceptions,  and  the  delivery  of  the 
engrossment  to  the  lord  chief  justice,  clearly  were  not  proceedings  in  the 
cause :  they  were  mere  inchoate  and  imperfect  and  ineffectual  attempts  to 
proceed.  A  proceeding,  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,  must  be  some- 
thing that  approximates  the  cause  to  its  natural  termination.  A  summons 
not  followed  by  an  order,  is  not  a  proceeding :  Vines  v.  Mayor^  fyc.  of 
Readings  4  Bingh.  8,  12  J.  B.  Moore,  201.  [Maule,  J.  The  proceeding 
on  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  not  a  step  in  the  cause  in  this  court:  Gardner 
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▼.  BaMie^l  B.  &  P.  32.  (a)  Where  nothmg  remains  to  be  done  but  enter 
ing  judgment,  it  is  competent  to  the  party  to  enter  it  whenever  he  pleases 
May  V.  Wooding  is  a  distinct  authority,  that  the  rule  as  to  a  term's  notice 
does  not  apply  after  verdict ;  and  Uiat  is  in  no  degree  controverted  by 
Lord  V.  Wardle.] 

Wilde,  C.  J.  This  case  comes  before  the  court  under  very  peculiar 
circumstances.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  sittings  at  Gruildhall  after 
Hilary  term,  1846.  There  being  two  issues,  one  upon  not  guilty,  the 
other  upon  a  plea  of  justification,  the  late  lord  chief  justice  ruled  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  afiect  the  defendant  Norman,  and  therefore  that  he  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  on  not  guilty.  It  was  then  objected  to  on  the  part  of  tbe 
plaintiffs,  that  the  justification  was  not  made  out  in  terms ;  the  defendants 
not  having  given  any  evidence  of  the  judgment  or  of  the  ca.  sa.  His  lord- 
*8061  ^^P'  ^^^^^^'»  *held  that  no  evidence  was  necessary ;  the  judg- 
ment and  writ  being  admitted  on  the  record.  The  plaintiffs 
thought  fit  to  except  to  that  ruling;  the  note  of  the  grounds  (rf*  objection 
being,  that  the  defendants  had  given  no  evidence  of  the  judgment  and 
execution,  and  also  that  there  was  evidence  to  fix  the  defendant  Norman. 
A  party  who  tenders  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  bound  to  prosecute  it  with 
reasonable  diligence ;  though  the  court  is  always  ready  to  aflbrd  every  bit 
indulgence  where  there  has  been  no  laches.  The  cause  having  been  tried 
in  February,  1846,  the  bill  of  exceptions  remained  unsealed  down  to  the 
time  of  the  death  of  my  late  valued  and  lamented  predecessor,  which  took 
place  early  in  July,  J846.  The  law  having  provided  no  remedy  for  the 
case  of  the  chief  justice  dying  without  having  sealed  a  bill  of  exceptioiB, 
we  thought  we  had  no  power  to  restore  the  plaintiffs  to  their  former  posi- 
tion in  this  respect.  Upon  moving  for  the  rule,  it  appearing  that  no  issue 
had  been  taken  upon  the  judgment  and  writ,  that  point  was  given  up. 
But  it  was  insisted  there  was  evidence  to  fix  the  defendant  Norman  on  not 
guilty.  The  court  granted  the  rule,  in  order  to  see  whether  that  state 
ment  was  borne  out  by  the  notes  of  the  chief  justice.  Having  read  them, 
we  are  satisfied  diat  there  is  an  entire  absence  of  evidence  to  aflfect  Norman. 
It  is  now  said  that  there  being  a  plea  of  justification,  by  Norman,  as  well 
as  by  the  other  defendants,  the  verdict  [b)  for  all  the  defendants  upon  that 
issue  is  inconsistent  with  the  verdict  for  Norman  on  not  guilty.  That 
may  be  so.  It  may  be  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  entitle  Norman  to  a 
verdict  on  tiie  justification.  Supposing  the  late  chief  justice  had  lived  to 
*8071  ^°^P^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  exceptions,  the  exception  founded  on  the  ab* 
^    sence  of  evidence  of  the  ^judgment  and  ca.  sa,  must,  for  the  reason 

(a)  AocDflvrnportv.  7Vrrd;i  W.Bla.475.  hat  in  8hr  W.  Hamk/ord'i  eam^F.  3  K  4.  fb.Ut 
pi.  3,  tbe  d^endant  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  upon  a  biU  of  exceptions  sealed,  by  HiU,  Jt 
at  nisi  prills,  vhieh  was  shovn  in  court  So,  in  Et^kld  v.  HaU,  ut  supri,  p.  803,  a.  (a).  Antl 
see  the  opinion  of  Fitqames,  C.  J^  }n  JordmU  catty  M.  97,  H.  8,  fo,  25,  misabridsed  Rra  Bt 

{h)  lliis  fopiditt  esiabUsbed  nochiag  bat  the  existence  of  die  fitets  whksh  eonstifiBd  iba  ^ 
tiduum  cause:  Uie  committing  of  the  trespasses,— the  ftct  inconsistent  with  the  TenUctofiw' 
guiltj,— retted  upon  tin  dtfendatUt^  ioi^a 
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already  stated,  have  failed.  Oar  attention  must,  therefore,  be  now  con- 
fined to  that  part  of  the  record  which  contains  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  If 
the  plaintiffs  had  thought  the  verdict  on  that  issue  to  be  wrong,  they 
might  have  applied  in  the  ensuing  term  for  a  new  trial.  They,  however, 
elected  another  remedy.  Upon  reference  to  the  notes,  we  find  no  evidence 
whatever  to  connect  Norman  with  any  of  the  proceedings.  We  therefore 
think  the  ruling  of  the  lord  chief  justice  was  quite  right,  and  that  there  is 
no  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial. 

As  to  the  other  point,  May  v.  Wooding  is  a  sufiScient  authority  for  say- 
ing that  the  rule  as  to  a  term's  notice  does  not  apply  to  the  proceedings 
had  after  verdict. 

I  therefore  think  diis  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  first  branch  of  the  rule 
asks  for  a  new  trial  as  upon  a  verdict  against  evidence.  On  the  motion, 
we  thought  that  the  circumstance  of  the  plaintifis  having  lost  the  benefit 
of  their  bill  of  exceptions  by  the  death  of  the  chief  justice,  afibrded  ground 
for  allowing  them  to  move  for  a  new  trial  notwithstanding  the  lapse  of  the 
time  ordinarily  given  by  the  practice  of  the  court.  Upon  the  notes,  we 
are  satisfied  diat  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  against  Norman 
on  not  guilty,  and  therefore  this  part  of  the  motion  fails. 

With  respect  to  the  alleged  necessity  for  a  term's  notice,  the  case  of 
May  V.  Wooding  appears  to  me  to  be  conclusive. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  motion  for  a  new 
trial  is  in  substitution  of  the  bill  of  exceptions,  which  became  abortive  by 
reason  of  the  lamented  death  of  the  late  lord  chief  justice  of  this  court, 
before  it  could  be  perfected.  To  relieve  the  *plaintiffi  from  the  r«oQo 
difficalty  they  were  thus  placed  in,  the  rule  was  granted  in  its  '' 
present  form.  Of  course,  die  plaintifis  could  only  upon  this  rule  avail 
themselves  of  the  objections  raised  by  the  bill  of  exceptions.  One  of  those 
was  disposed  of  when  the  rule  was  moved  for,  by  a  reference  to  the  record. 
The  other  was,  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  to  fix  the  defend- 
ant Norman  on  not  guilty.  Upon  reading  the  notes,  I  am  satisfied  that 
there  was  not. 

Upon  the  other  point,  I  agree  with  my  lord  and  my  brother  Maule. 
Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged,  with  costs.(a) 

(a^  See  Sbn/kU  v.  LantOH^  4  Bile  Soott,  1S7,  where  it  was  held  that  the  rule  requiring  a 
tennis  notice  prior  to  proceedings  being  taken,  where  the  cause  has  been  at  issue  mora  than 
Inr  terms,  and  no  proceeding  taken  in  the  mean  time,  does  not  appl/  to  the  proceedings 
iBken  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
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DA  VIES,  Demandant ;  LOWNDES,  Tenant.    Jan.  16, 

Upon  an  application  to  change  the  attorney,  where  the  client  is  unacquainted  with  dii 
.  English  language,  the  affidavits  must  clearly  show  that  the  purport  and  ol^ect  of  the  motioft 

are  known  to  and  sanctioned  by  the  client. 
It  is  no  objection  to  such  an  application  that  it  is  made  after  final  judgment 
The  lien  of  an  attorney  attaches  upon  money  received  by  way  of  ccmipromise;  dioiq^  ^* 

verdict  and  judgment  be  against  his  client 
Upon  an  application  to  give  efiect  to  such  lien,  the  affidavit  should  sliow  the  amount  claimed 

by  the  attorney. 

This  was  a  writ  of  right,  which,  for  a  third  time,  came  on  for  trial  at 
the  bar  of  this  court  on  the  17th  of  December  last,  when,  by  consent  of 
counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  a  verdict  was  taken  and  judgment  there- 
upon entered  up  for  the  tenant ;  the  tenant,  by  the  like  consent,  entering 
into  a  rule  for  payment  « to  Mr.  G.  W.  F.  Cook,  the  said  demandant's 
♦8091  P^'^s^'^^  *attorney  on  record,"  of  the  sum  of  5000/.  within  a 
month. 

Mannings  Serjt.,  on  the  first  day  of  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
upon  Cook  to  show  cause  why  one  John  Richards  should  not  be  substi- 
tuted for  Cook  as  the  demandant's  attorney  in  this  cause.  The  affidavit 
on  which  the  motion  was  founded — that  of  one  Thomas  Mendus,  of  St. 
Dogmell's,  in  the  county  of  Pembroke — stated  that  «he  knows  Elizabeth 
Davies,  the  demandant  in  this  cause ;  that  she  is  a  native  of  the  principality 
of  Wales,  and  speaks  the  Welsh  language,  but  is  unable  to  speak  or  un- 
derstand the  English  language,  and  is  an  uneducated  person,  and  unable 
to  write ;  that  he,  the  deponent,  is  also  a  native  of  the  said  principality 
of  Wales,  and  is  well  acquainted  with  the  Welsh  and  English  languages; 
that  he  hath  lately,  at  her  request,  accompanied  her  several  times  to  the 
office  of  John  Richards,  one  of  the  attorneys  of  this  court,  and  also  a 
native  of  the  said  principality  of  Wales,  and  acquainted  with  the  Welsh 
language ;  and  that  she  hath,  in  the  deponent's  presence  and  bearing,  at 
those  times,  instructed  the  said  John  Richards  to  act  as  her  attorney  in  this 
cause  instead  of  Cook,  who,  as  the  deponent 'has  been  informed  and  be- 
lieves, hath  for  some  time  past  been  acting  as  her  attorney  therein ;  that 
the  paper-writing  now  shown  to  the  deponent  at  the  time  of  deposing 
hereto,  and  marked  with  the  letter  M.,  a  true  copy  whereof  is  hereunto 
annexed,  was  signed  by  the  said  Elizabeth  Davies  in  the  presence  of  the 
deponent,  by  her  making  a  cross  by  way  of  her  mark  thereon ;  that,  pre- 
viously to  her  signing  the  said  paper-writing  as  aforesaid,  the  said  John 
Richards  did,  in  the  deponent's  presence  and  hearing,  explain  to  the  said 
Elizabeth  Davies,  in  the  Welsh  language,  the  purport  and  meaning  of  the 
*^8101  contents  of  the  said  paper- writing,  *and,  at  tlie  request  of  the  said 
''  John  Richards,  he,  the  deponent,  immediately  afterwards,  and 
before  she  so  signed  as  aforesaid,  did  also  explain  to  her,  in  the  Welsh 
language,  the  purport  and  meaning  of  the  contents  of  the  said  paper- writing; 
and  the  deponent  verily  believes,  and  hath  no  doubt,  that  she  fully  under- 
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rtood  the  purport  and  meaning  thereof;  and  that  the  names  <  Thomas 
Mendus,'  set  and  subscribed  to  the  said  paper-writing  as  a  witness  thereto, 
are  the  namer?  and  of  the  proper  handwriting  of  the  deponent/' 

The  paper- writing  annexed  to  the  affidavit  was  as  follows : — 

««Mr.  Richards.  «Myself  against  Lowndes. 

«<  I  request  and  authorize  you  to  take  the  necessary  proceedings  to  pro- 
cure yourself  to  be  attorney  in  this  cause  on  behalf  of  me,  Elizabeth 
Davies,  the  demandant:  and,  for  so  doing,  this  shall  be  your  sufficient 
authority.     Dated,  &c. 

"Witness,  "The  x  mark  of 

<( Thomas  Mendus."  ((Elizabeth  Davies." 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  and  Manisty^  now  showed  cause,  upon  two  affidavits  by 
Cook,  and  one  by  William  Edwards,  his  clerk.  Cook,  in  his  affidavit, 
stated,  that  he  agreed  to  the  compromise  above-mentioned  upon  the  re- 
commendation of  the  demandant's  counsel,  who  advised  that  her  claim 
could  never  be  established ;  that,  since  the  day  of  the  trial,  he  had  been 
most  anxious  to  see  Mrs.  Davies,  and  had  used  his  utmost  endeavours  to 
obtain  an  interview  with  her,  but  without  success,  owing  to  the  interference, 
as  the  deponent  believed,  of  Thomas  Mendus  and  one  John  Bowcn,  or  one 
of  them ;  that  the  deponent  verily  believed  that  the  application  to  get 
Richards  appointed  attorney  in  this  cause  in  the  stead  of  him  the  deponent, 
was  made  at  the  instance  of  Mendus  and  *Bowen,  or  one  of  them,  r*oit 
with  the  view  of  taking  some  proceeding  to  get  rid  of  the  arrange- 
ment so  as  aforesaid  entered  into ;  that  the  said  arrangement  was  entered 
into  bond  fide^  and  without  any  other  view  or  object,  so  far  as  the  deponent 
was  concerned,  than  to  do  the  best  he  could  for  his  client,  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Davies;  that,  since  the  trial,  the  said  Elizabeth  Davies  had  been  very 
much  in  the  company  of  Mendus  and  Bowen,  and  he  verily  believed  that 
she  was  entirely  under  their  influence  and  control ;  that  he,  on  the  14th 
instaut,  called  at  the  office  of  the  commissioners  for  stamps  and  taxes,  in 
Somerset  House,  and  there  inquired  of  the  officer  by  whom  attorneys' 
certificates  are  issued,  whether  one  John  Richards,  of,  &c.,  had  taken  out 
bis  certificate  as  an  attorney  or  solicitor  for  the  current  year,  whereupon 
the  said  officer  made  a  search,  and  informed  the  deponent  that  the  said 
John  Richards  had  not  taken  out,  neither  had  any  person  of  the  name  of 
John  Richards,  an  attorney  or  solicitor's  certificate  for  this  year ;  and  that 
the  deponent  verily  believed  that  the  said  John  Richards  mentioned  in  the 
affidavit  of  Mendus,  (on  which  this  rule  was  obtained,)  was  not,  when  the 
rule  was  granted,  and  is  not  now,  a  certificated  attorney. 

Edwards,  in  his  affidavit,  stated,  that  he  did,  on  or  about  the  17th  oi 
December  last,  at  the  request  of  Cook,  the  attorney  for  the  demandant,  go 
to  Carmarthen,  in  South  Wales,  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  Mrs.  Davies, 
and  one  John  Bowen,  who  professed  to  act  as  agent  for  her;  that  he  saw 
Bow^en  at  Carmarthen  on  the  I8th,  and  then  requested  him  to  go  to  the 
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demandant's  residence,  and  tell  her  that  the  deponent  required  to  see  her, 
but  that  Bowen  refused  to  comply  with  such  request  until  after  seTeral 
days'  delay  and  entreaty,  when  he  proceeded,  as  the  deponent  was  informed 
and  believed,  to  Aberporth,  in  the  county  of  Cardigan,  where  the  demand- 
ant resided^  and  returned  with  her  to  Carmarthen ;  that  Mrs.  Davies 
*8121     *(^^^  appeared  to  be  wholly  unacquainted  with  the  English  lan- 
^    guage)  was  informed  by  Bowen,  at  Carmarthen  aforesaid,  in  the 
presence  of  the  deponent  (who  has  a  knowledge  of  the  Welch  language) 
in  the  Welch  language,  that  the  above  action  was  at  an  end,  whereupon 
she,  in  the  Welch  language,  said  she  was  happy  to  hear  that  the  matter 
was  settled ;  that,  prior  to  Bowen,  Mrs.  Davies,  and  the  deponent  leavbg 
Carmarthen  for  London,  Bowen  proposed  to  the  deponent,  that,  when  they 
arrived  in  Gloucester,  the  deponent  should  prepare  some  document  in 
writing,  which  Mrs.  Davies  might  execute,  and  thereby  assign  the  whole 
of  her  interest  in  the  cause  to  him,  Bowen ;  that  Bowen  told  the  deponent 
that  Mrs.  Davies  would  sign  any  instrument  he  thought  proper,  and  that 
it  was  his  intention  to  keep  her  out  of  the  way,  in  order  that  he  might 
get  the  money  agreed  to  be  accepted  by  way  of  compromise  of  the  above- 
named  cause  into  his  own  hands ;  that  the  deponent  came  from  Carmarthen 
to  London  in  company  with  Bowen  and  Mrs.  Davies,  and  arrived  in  Lon- 
don on  or  about  the  23d  of  December,  since  which  time  he  had  never 
seen  Mrs.  Davies,  but  that  Bowen  had,  within  the  last  three  weeks,  stated 
to  the  deponent  that  Mrs.  Davies  was  living  in  his  house.  No.  3,  New  Inn 
Yard,  Shoreditch,  and  that  subsequently  Bowen  informed  the  deponent 
that  he  had  caused  her  to  be  removed  from  New  Inn  Yard  aforesaid ;  that 
Bowen,  although  repeatedly  requested,  in  the  deponent's  presence,  by 
Cook,  to  produce  Mrs.  Davies,  to  enable  him,  through  the  medium  of  an 
interpreter,  to  explain  to  her  her  rights,  refused  to  do  so ;  that  Bowen  told 
the  deponent,  before  leaving  Carmarthen,  that  he,  upon  the  faith  that  the 
cause  had  been  compromised  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  either  had  given, 
or  w^ould  give,  instructions  to  some  agent  at  or  near  Aberporth,  to  pur- 
chase or  bid  for  an  estate  in  that  neighbourhood,  which  was  then  shortly 
*8131    *^^  ^  ^^  ^^  public  auction ;  and  that  the  deponent,  for  the  rea- 
sons  aforesaid,  verily  believed  that  the  object  of  Bowen,  in  keeping 
Mrs.  Davies  out  of  the  way  as  aforesaid,  was,  to  possess  himself  of  ail 
moneys  to  which  she  was  or  might  become  entitled,  in  any  way  arising 
out  of  the  cause. 

This  application  is  founded  upon  the  single  affidavit  of  Thomas  Mendos: 
neither  the  demandant  herself,  nor  Bowen,  her  accredited  agent,  nor 
Richards,  the  proposed  new  attorney,  makes  any  affidavit.  This  rule  15 
open  to  three  objections — first,  that  there  is  much  reason  to  believe  that  this 
is  not  the  bond  fide  application  of  the  demandant  herself,  but  of  Bowen— 
secondly,  that,  this  being  a  real  action,  not  within  the  statute  of  Glou- 
cester, 6  Ed.  1,  c.  1,  the  suit  was  finally  determined  by  the  compropise, 
and  therefore  die  motion,  to  change  the  attorney,  is  irregular  and  super- 
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flaous — thirdlyi  that  the  attorney  soggbt  to  be  substituted  is  not  certifi- 
cated. 

1.  The  aflSdavit  of  Mendus  is  by  no  means  satis&ctory.  It  does  not 
show  with  sufficient  certainty  that  Mrs.  Davies  understood  the  purport  oi 
the  authority  addressed  to  Richards ;  it  merely  states  the  conclusion  of  the 
deponent :  and  the  paper  itself  does  not  even  purport  to  express  her  df *r 
fiire  to  dispense  with  the  services  of  her  present  attorney.  [Maule,  J. 
The  affidavit  certainly  does  not  very  distinctly  bring  home  to  the  demand*  , 
ant  the  nature  and  object  of  the  application.] 

2.  The  application  is  unnecessary.  Generally  speakingi  the  authority 
of  the  attorney  on  the  record  determines  with  the  judgment ;  and  it  is 
competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  sue  out  execution  by  another  attorney,  with- 
out any  order  to  change :  Tipping  v.  Johjuon^  2  B.  &  P.  357.  And  in 
Doi  dem.  Bloomer  v.  Brans^my  6  Dowl.  P.  G.  490,  it  was  held  that  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial  obtained  and  served  by  an  ^attorney  different  r«oi4 
from  the  attorney  on  record,  without  an  order  to  change,  cannot 

be  treated  as  a  nullity.  So,  the  demandant  might,  without  an  order  to 
change,  proceed  upon  the  rule  for  payment  of  the  5000iL  by  a  new  at- 
torney, under  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  18.  In  short,  there  is  no 
application  that  could  be  made  in  the  present  state  of  the  cause,  to  which 
it  could  be  objected  that  there  had  been  no  rule  to  change  the  attorney* 
{Maule,  J.  Could  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  judgment  Hat  irregularity  be 
made  without  changing  the  attorney }  Wilde,  G.  J.  Assuming  all  you 
urge  to  be  correct,  how  does  that  show  that  the  attorney  may  not  be 
changed  ?]  It  shows  that  a  rule  or  order  for  that  purpose  would  at  least 
be  superfluous.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  If  the  demandant  chooses  to  object 
that  the  compromise  was  made  without  authority,  could  she  not  appoint 
another  attorney  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  application  to  the  court  to 
set  it  aside  i  Maule,  J.  The  judgment  is  for  the  tenant.  But  there  i» 
a  rule  still  pending  in  the  causey  for  payment  of  the  5000/.  to  the  demand- 
ant.] The  rule  directs  the  money  to  be  paid  to  die  ottorqey  ,eo  nomwh 
[Wilde,  C.  J.  The  payment  of  the  money  to  Gook  is  ijatercepted  by  « 
rule  granted  yesterday  at  the  instance  of  Clarke,  one  pf  t)ie  former  At* 
tomeys  in  the  cause.] 

3.  The  attorney  sought  by  this  rule  to  be  su\)stitute4  &r  Qoqk  is  un- 
certificated. He,  therefore,  can  have  no  right  to  come  imd  9s)£  the  court 
to  enable  him  to  do  that  which  would  be  illegal,  and  would  subject  Juiq 
to  penahies.  [Maule,  J.  Would  not  his  acts  be  validi  though  he  might 
subject  himself  to  penalties.^  Mannings  Serjt.,  produced  Mr.  Bicharda'tr 
certificate.  Wilde,  G.  J.  The  only  point  to  be  considered,  is,  whethei 
it  is  sufficiently  shown  that  this  is  really  and  banijde  tjie  application  of 
Mrs.  Davies  herself.] 

Mannings  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule.  Assuming  that  the  cause  ha4 
reached  its  termination,  which  it  ^dearly  had  not,  there  cpuld  be  rfQ|5 
no  vylid  otgection  to  this  motion ;  for  aqy  tl^Qg  anterior  to  the 
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judgment,  it  would  still  be  necessary  that  the  application  should  be  made 
by  the  attorney  on  the  record,  or  by  an  attorney  properly  substituted  for 
him.  The  very  object  of  the  party  may  be  to  control  the  rule  of  the  17th 
of  December.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  court  wishes  you  to  confine  yourself 
to  the  point  already  intimated.  We  felt  a  difficulty  as  to  the  sufficieocj 
of  the  affidavit,  when  the  rule  was  granted.  It  does  not  seem  to  us  to 
show  that  the  demandant  properly  understood  the  nature  of  the  applica- 
tion.] The  affidavit  states  that  it  was  properly  explained  to  her  by  the 
deponent  in  her  own  language,  and  that  she  appeared  fully  to  understand 
the  nature  and  effect  of  it.  If  there  be  any  doubt  about  the  fact,  it  might 
be  referred  to  the  master. 

Wilde,  C.  J.     If  the  court  could  satisfactorily  see  its  way  to  the  con- 
clusion that  this  is  really  the  application  of  the  demandant  herself^  bat 
little  difficulty  would  be  felt  as  to  the  other  parts  of  the  case.     Whether 
or  not  she  could  take  any  new  step  by  another  attorney  without  an  order 
to  change,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider.     It  appears  that  she  is  a  native 
of  Wales,  a  very  illiterate   person,  and  wholly  unacquainted  with  the 
English  language.     When  this  rule  was  moved  for,  doubts  were  enter- 
tained by  the  court  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit  upon  which  it  was 
ibunded :  and  the  observations  then  made  are  confirmed  by  the  cause 
shown  to-day,  which  materially  tends  to  increase  those  doubts.    Mendus 
might  believe  that  Mrs.  Davies  understood  the  purport  and  meaning  of  the 
document  she  signed :  nevertheless,  he  might  be  mistaken  ;  and  he  does 
not  give  the  court  the  means  of  ascertaining  satisfactorily  that  she  did  un- 
derstand it.    The  affidavit  states  that  Mrs.  Davies  instructed  Richards  to 
'*8161     ^^^  ^^  *^^^  attorney  in  this  cause  instead  of  Cook.   But  the  written 
authority  annexed  to  the  affidavit  does  not  support  that  statement 
Possibly  she  might  have  intended  that  Richards  should  be  retained  to  take 
uny  future  steps  in  the  cause  that  might  be  requisite,  but  not  that  Cook 
should  be  interfered  with  or  displaced,  as  to  any  thing  that  had  already 
been  done.     It  is  not  suggested  that  Cook  has  in  any  way  abused  the  con- 
^dence  of  his  client.     He  opposes  this  motion  on  the  ground  that  it  is  his 
duty,  before  he  relinquishes  his  trust,  to  see  that  the  application  is  made 
with  her  knowledge  and  approbation.     He  swears  that  he  believes  Boweo 
to  be  the  moving  party ;  and  that  application  has  been  made  to  Bowen  to 
permit  him  to  communicate  with  Mrs.  Davies ;  but  that  she  is  concealed 
by  Bowen.   The  appointment  by  Richards,  therefore,  being  in  a  lahguage 
Unknown  to  the  client,  there  being  no  affidavit  by  her,  no  affidavit  by  any 
one  showing  that  this  application  is  made  with  her  knowledge  and  sanc- 
tion, and  it  being  sworn  that  she  is  concealed  from  her  former  attorney,— 
k)oking  to  her  interest  alone,  I  think  we  cannot  say  that  it  appear 
with  such  certainty  that  this  is  her  application  as  to  warrant  us  in  remov- 
ing Cook,  and  substituting  for  him  another  attorney,  who  may  exercise 
Jihe  power  he  would  thus  acquire,  to  Cook's  prejudice. 

This  decision,  howeter>  must  be  without  prejudice  to  another  applies 
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tion  founded  upon  affidavits  distinctly  showing  that  the  demandant  really 
does  know  and  approve  of  it. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged.  One  ground 
of  opposition  to  the  rule  is,  that  there  cannot  be  a  change  of  attorneys  in 
this  stage  of  the  cause — after  final  judgment.  It  is  contended  that  such 
a  change  is  unnecessary,  seeing  that  any  subsequent  step  may  be  taken 
by  another  attorney,  without  *any  such  nde.  It  does  not,  how-  rtoi  7 
ever,  necessarily  follow,  that,  because  a  rule  is  unnecessary,  it 
must  be  refused.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  an  application  of  this  kind 
may,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be  made  notwithstanding  the  present 
position  of  the  cause.  It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  that  point :  and,  as 
no  decision  in  point  has  been  found,  it  will  be  more  convenieut  not  to 
determine  it  on  this  occasion.  The  ground  stated  by  the  lord  chief  justice 
is  quite  sufficient  to  dispose  of  this  rule,  viz.,  that  it  is  not  shown  with  an 
adequate  degree  of  precision  that  this  is  in  reality  the  application  of  the 
demandant  herself.  No  affidavit  is  made  by  her :  nor  is  there  any  affidavit 
presenting  to  the  court  any  expressions  used  by  her  on  any  occasion.  All 
that  is  brought  before  us  is  a  representation  by  Mendus  of  the  sense  in 
which  he  understood  the  conversation  that  passed  between  Mrs.  Davies 
and  Richards,  and  of  his  belief  of  the  sense  in  which  she  understood  the 
document  to  which  she  has  affixed  her  mark.  There  could  be  no  good 
reason  for  not  procuring  the  affidavit  of  the  demandant  herself:  and,  if  she 
bad  made  an  affidavit,  the  commissioner,  or  other  person  before  whom  it 
was  sworn,  must  have  certified  that  the  contents  of  the  affidavit  had  been 
first  read  and  explained  to  her  in  her  own  language,  and  that  she  appeared 
to  understand  it.  Here,  the  application  is  of  a  nature  that  must  necessa- 
rily be  quite  foreign  to  her  understanding ;  and  there  is  no  affidavit  or 
certificate  that  she  did  understand  the  nature  and  object  of  it.  There  may 
have  been  a  reason  for  not  taking  her  before  a  commissioner.  It  may  very 
well  be  that  the  deponent  might  believe  what  he  has  sworn  to,  and  yet  the 
demandaut  might  have  had  no  intention  to  deprive  Cook  of  the  authority 
given  to  him  by  his  position  of  attorney  on  the  record.  The  written  au- 
thority, which  is  deliberately  written  by  a  member  of  the  profession,  who 
wishes  to  be  appointed  attorney  for  *the  demandant  in  lieu  of  Cook,  r«oi  q 
makes  no  mention  whatever  of  Cook :  it  is  a  mere  expression  of 
a  wish  on  her  part  that  Richards  shall  be  her  attorney  in  the  cause ;  and 
the  affidavit  of  Mendus  states  that  he  explained  to  her,  in  the  Welch  lan- 
guage, the  purport  and  meaning  of  the  contents  of  the  paper,  and  that  he 
believes  that  she  fully  understood  the  same.  All  this  may  be  perfectly 
false,  and  yet  it  might  not  be  practicable  to  assign  perjury  on  it.  It  may 
also  be  that  Mendus  is  mistaken :  his  wishes  may  be  the  parent  of  his 
belief.  The  application  is  thus  made  under  circumstances  of  great  sus- 
picion When  the  rule  was  moved  for,  I  intimated  to  my  brother  Man^ 
ning  a  strong  opinion  that  the  materials  were  insufficient ;  and  his  atten- 
tion was  pointedly  called  to  the  propriety  of  having  an  affidavit  from  the 
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demandant  herself.  He  has  not,  however^  thought  it  necessary  to  adopt 
the  suggestion.  Upon  further  consideration  of  the  matter,  I  am  clearly 
of  opinion  that  there  was  no  foundation  for  the  rule  upon  the  original  affi- 
davit. But,  when  we  have  in  answer  the  affidavit  of  Cook,  that  Mrs.  Davies 
is  under  the  influence  of  Mendus  and  Boweui  or  one  of  them,  and  that  he 
is  refused  access  to  her  for  the  purpose  of  ascertainii^  her  wishes  upon 
the  subject,  the  suspicion  created  by  the  defective  materials  presented  ia 
.support  of  the  motion,  is  most  materially  strengthened. 

Cr£ssw£ll,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  affidavit  upon  which 
this  rule  was  obtained,  is,  I  think,  open  to  all  the  observations  that  have 
been  made  upon  it.  In  the  first  place,  the  written  authority  is  given  in  a 
language  unknown  to  the  demandant ;  and  the  affidavit  merely  states  that 
the  deponent  explained  to  her  its  purport  and  meaning,  and  that  he  be- 
lieves she  fully  understood  it.  In  the  case  of  an  affidavit  made  by  a 
marksman,  the  person  who  administers  the  oath  certifies  in  the  jurat  that 
*8191  ^^  affidavit  was  read  over  to  the  ^deponent,  and  that  he  appeared 
fully  to  understand  it :  (a)  the  affidavit  of  a  by-stander  that  he  ap- 
peared to  understand  it,  would  not  be  received.  There  is  here  also  this 
additional  difficulty,  that  the  precise  words  of  the  conversation  between 
the  deponent  and  Mrs.  Davies  and  Richards  are  not  given.  Standing 
upon  the  affidavit  of  Mendus  alone,  therefore,  I  should  hesitate  to  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  this  is  really  the  application  of  Mrs.  Davies  herself. 
The  affidavits  filed  in  answer  put  the  matter  beyond  all  doubt. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  having  been  counsel  in  the  cause  in  all  its  stages, 
declined  to  give  any  opinion.  Rule  discharged. 


Mannings  Serjt.,  on  the  19th  instant,  again  obtained  a  similar  rule, 
upon  the  affidavit  of  the  demandant  herself,  and  that  of  one  William 
Jones,  an  attorney  of  this  court. 

The  demandant  in  her  affidavit  stated  <«  that  she  did,  on  the  I8th  of 
January  instant,  affix  her  mark  by  way  of  signature  to  an  authority  and 
request  in  writing,  in  the  Welch  language,  and  to  a  translation  thereof  in 
the  English  language,  addressed  to  Mr.  John  Richards,  one  of  the  attornej-s 
of  this  court,  authorizing  and  requesting  him  to  take  the  necessary  pro- 
ceedings, on  the  behalf  and  in  the  name  of  the  demandant,  for  the  removal 
of  Mr.  G.  W.  F.  Cook  from  being  her  attorney  in  this  action,  and  for  pro- 
curing himself,  the  said  John  Richards,  to  be  substituted  as  the  attorney 
of  the  demandant  in  this  action,  instead  of  the  said  G.  W.  F.  Cook." 

•8201     '^^^  J"^*^  ^^^  ^  follows : — <<  Sworn  in  court  at  Westminster  'Hall, 

''     in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  this  18th  day  of  January,  1847,  by 

the  deponent,  the  contents  of  the  affidavit  having  been  first  read  and  ex- 

(a)  See  R.  E.  31  6.  3,  Q.  E  4  T.  R.  284;  K  T.  1  6.  4,  Exch.  And  see  1  Chttt  R  660^ 
Haynet  v.  PoweU,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  599.  See  also  JUx  ▼.  The  Sheriff  of  Middltatx^  in  Dimtfi  r 
Jbdhony,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  765. 
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plained  to  her  in  the  Welch  language,  (a)  by  William  Jones,  of,  &c.,  who 
was  first  swm'n  duly  to  interpret  the  same."  (ft) 

The  authority  referred  to  in  the  ^bove  affidavit  (of  which  there  were  two 
copies,  the  one  in  the  English,  the  other  in  the  Welch  language,  to  both 
of  which  the  demandant's  mark  was  affixed)  was  as  follows,  and  was 
witnessed  by  Jones : — 

"Mr.  John  Richards.  << Myself  against  Lowndes. 

<«  Sir, — I  authorize  and  request  you  to  take  the  necessary  proceedings, 
on  my  behalf,  and  in  my  name,  for  the  removal  of  Mr.  G.  W.  F.  Cook  from 
being  my  attorney  in  this  action,  and  for  procuring  yourself  to  be  substi- 
tuted as  my  attorney  in  this  action  instead  of  the  said  G.  W.  F.  Cook, 
Dated,'*  &c. 

Joneses  affidavit  stated,  that  he  was  well  acquainted  with  the  Welch 
and  English  languages,  and  that  the  paper-writing  marked  A.  was  a  cor- 
rect translation  of  the  paper^writing  marked  B.,  and  that  he  distinctly 
explained  to  the  demandant  in  the  Welch  language  the  contents  of  the 
affidavit  marked  C,  before  the  swearing  thereof  by  her,  when  she  said  to 
the  deponent  that  she  understood  the  purport  and  contents,  and  fully  ap- 
proved thereof;  and  that  he,  at  the  same  time,  distinctly  explained  to  her 
the  contents  of  the  said  paper-writing  marked  A.,  and  read  and  explained 
to  her  the  contents  of  the  said  paper-writing  marked  B.,  when  she  said 
that  she  understood  the  purport  and  contents  of  the  said  several  paper- 
writings,  and  fully  approved  thereof;  that  the  demandant  thereupon  signed 
the  said  two  paper**writing8  marked  respectively  A.  and  B.,  by  r^oni 
affixing  her  mark  thereto  respectively^  in  the  presence  of  the  de- 
ponent;  that  the  name  «<  William  Jones"  respectively  subscribed  to  the 
said  paper-writings  respectively  marked  A,  and  B.,  as  the  witness  attest- 
ing the  signatures  thereof  respectively  by  the  demandant,  were  the  names, 
and  of  the  proper  handwriting,  of  the  deponent ;  and  that  the  demandant 
did,  on  the  said  18th  of  January  instant,  state  to  the  deponent  that  it  was 
her  wish  and  intention  that  Cook  in  the  said  paper- writings  named,  should 
be  removed  from  being  her  attorney  in  this  action,  and  that  Richards 
should  be  substituted  as  her  attorney  in  this  action  instead  of  Cook,  and 
that  it  was  with  the  view  of  having  Cook  removed  from  being  her  said 
attorney,  and  having  Richards  substituted  as  her  attorney  in  his  stead, 
that  she  had  so  signed  the  said  paper-writings  respectively  marked  A.  and 
B.  as  aforesaid. 

C.  JoneSf  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause.  The  demandant  is  not  described 
in  her  affidavit,  in  conformity  with  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  W.  4.  (c)  In  Law- 
ion  V.  Case,  1  C.  &  M.  481,  3  Tyrwh.  489,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  40,  it  was  held 
^sit  an  affidavit  made  by  a  defendant  in  a  cause  could  not  be  read,  unless 
his  addition  was  inserted  therein.    And,  although,  in  the  subsequent  case 

(o)  See  Arohb.  Pnict,  7th  edit.  1214.  (6)  Vide  pwt,  p.  823,  n.  (g). 

(0  Which  requires  that  "the  addition  of  tvery  person  making  an  affidavit  shall  be  inserted 
therein/'  8eo  8  Bingh.  380,  1  M  &  Scott,  416,  3  B.  &  Ad.  375,  3  C.  &  J.  169,  2  Tyrwh.  3-a 
4  Bligh,  N.  S.  593,  1  DowL  P.  C.  184. 
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of  Jackson  t.  Chard^  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  469,  it  was  held,  that,  where  the  de« 
fendant  makes  the  afEdavit,  his  addition  need  not  be  given,  the  propriety 
of  that  decision  was  much  doubted  in  Brooks  v.  Farlar^  3  Scott,  654. 
[Maule,  J.  In  Archbold's  Practice,  7th  edit.-,  Lawson  v.  Case  is  said  to 
be  a  solitary  case,  and  evidently  wrong.] 

*8221  ^I'he  affidavit  of  the  demandant  being  that  of  a  person  unac- 
quainted  with  the  English  language,  and  a  markstoomati^  the  jurat 
ought  to  show  that  it  was  explained  to  her  at  the  time  of  swearing,  and 
that  she  understood  it.  [Maule,  J.  Would  that  which  you  suggest  be 
necessary  in  the  case  of  an  affidavit  made  by  a  Frenchman  ?  It  does  not 
seem  to  supply  the  defect  of  literature.]  By  rule  of  court,  of  31  G.  3, (a) 
it  is  provided,  that,  «  where  any  affidavit  is  taken  by  any  commissioner 
of  the  King's  Bench,  made  by  any  person  who,  from  bis  signature, 
appears  to  be  illiterate,  the  commissioner  shall  certify  or  state  in  the  jurat 
that  the  affidavit  was  read  in  his  presence  to  the  party  making  the  same, 
and  that  such  party  seemed  perfectly  to  understand  it ;  and  also  that  the 
said  party  wrote  his  signature  in  the  presence  of  the  commissioner."  So, 
by  rule  of  the  court  of  Exchequer,  Hilary  term,  40  G.  3,  (&)  «<  it  must  be 
certified  in  the  jurat  of  affidavits  made  in  the  Exchequer  by  illiterate 
persons,  that  the  deponents  understood  the  affidavits,  and  made  them  in 
the  presence  of  the  commissioner  taking  the  same."  [Maule,  J.  These 
rules  apply  to  affidavits  taken  by  commissioners,  not  to  those  made  ia 
court,  (c)]  It  would  seem  to  be  otherwise,  from  the  rule  of  Trinity  term, 
1  G.  4,  Exch.,((f)  which  requires  the  jurat  to  state  that  the  affidavit  was 
read  to,  and  understood  by,  the  deponent,  in  the  presence  of  the  officer  of 
tJie  courty{e)  or  person  administering  the  oath.  And  in  Haynes  v.  Powell^ 
3  Dowl.  P.  C.  599,  it  was  held,  that,  if  an  illiterate  person  is  sworn  io 
*8231  ^^^^*  ^^  before  a  commissioner,  the  *fact  of  the  affidavit  being 
read  over  to  him,  and  his  understanding  it,  must  be  stated  in  the 
jurat.  The  court  must  be  satisfied  that  the  party  is  duly  sworn.  [Maule,  J. 
The  court  is  satisfied,  [g) 

The  affidavits  do  not  by  any  means  show  that  this  is  really  the  appli- 
cation of  the  demandant  herself. 

Mannings  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam.  We  think  it  now  sufficiently  appears  that  the  applica- 
tion to  substitute  Richards  as  the  attorney  in  this  cause  in  lieu  of  Cook, 
is  made  with  the  knowledge  and  under  the  sanction  of  the  demandaot, 
and  therefore  that  this  rule  should  be  made  absolute,  saving  any  lien  that 
Ckx)k  may  justly  have  for  costs  due  to  him.    Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(a)  7  T.  R.  82.  (b)  8  Price,  504. 

(c)  Archb.  Pr.  1214.  (d)  8  Price,  501. 

(e)  An  affidavit  of  a  marksman,  which  expresses  in  the  jurat  that  A.  B.  had  been  first  swoir 
to  the  (act  that  he  had  read  over  and  explained  the  affidavit  to  the  marksman,  and  that  be  undff* 
stood  it,  b  insufficient ;  the  officer  himself  ought  to  explain  it    Rtx  v.  Jhdhomf,  4  Dowl.  P.  C  705 

(g)  The  jurat  was  signed  by  V.  Williams,  J.,  who  personally  satisfied  himself  that  the  affida 
vit  was  properly  explained  to,  and  the  nature  of  the  application  understood  and  approved  b/ 
the  demandant. 
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Scotiy  on  behalf  of  Henry  Clarke,  one  of  the  former  attorneys  for  the 
demandant  in  this  cause,  on  the  Idth  instant,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon 
the  demandant  and  tenant  respectively,  upon  notice  of  that  rule  to  be  given 
to  their  respective  attorneys,(a)  to  show  cause  why  it  should  not  be  re- 
ferred to  one  of  the  masters  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  lien,  if  any,  of 
Clarke,  upon  the  sum  of  5000/.  agreed  by  the  rule  of  court  of  the  17th 
of  *December,  1846,  to  be  paid  by  the  tenant  to  Cook,  the  de-  t^qoa 
mandant's  then  attorney,  as  and  for  a  compromise  of  this  action, 
as  against  the  said  demandant;  and  why  the  tenant,  or  his  attorneys, 
should  not  pay  to  Clarke  the  amount  of  such  lien  when  so  ascertained  as 
aforesaid  ;  and  why,  in  the  mean  time,  the  tenant  and  his  attorneys  should 
not  be  restrained  from  paying,  and  the  demandant  and  her  said  attorney, 
Cook,  from  receiving,  the  said  sum  of  5000/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  without 
first  paying  to  Clarke  the  amount  of  such  lien ;  or  why  the  tenant,  or  his 
attorneys,  should  not  pay  the  5000/.  into  the  hands  of  the  masters  of  this 
court,  to  abide  the  further  order  of  the  court. 

The  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion  was  founded,  stated  that  Clarke 
was,  on  the  22d  of  October,  1844,  duly  retained  as  the  attorney  for  the  de- 
mandant in  this  cause,  in  the  place  of  Messrs.  Da  vies  and  Son,  who  had 
for  some  time  had  the  conduct  of  the  suit;  that  Clarke  continued  to  act 
as  the  attorney  for  the  demandant  down  to  the  13th  of  March,  1846,  when 
the  following  order  was  made  by  Cresswell,  J.: — «<  Davies  v.  Lowndes. 
By  consent  of  Mr.  Henry  Clarke,  I  do  order  that  Mr.  Gustard  be  appointed 
attorney  for  the  demandant  herein,  instead  of  the  said  Mr.  Clarke,  without 
prejudice  to  the  said  Mr.  Clarke's  lien  for  costs,  &c.:"  that,  after  the 
cause  had  been  compromised,  Clarke  applied  to  Cook  for  an  undertaking 
to  pay  his  costs  out  of  the  5000/.  which  Cook  declined  to  give ;  and  that 
Clarke  had  made  out  and  duly  delivered  his  bill  of  costs,  charges,  and 
disbursements,  to  the  demandant. 

Against  this  rule  cause  was  now  shown  by  Martin^  and  Channelly  Serjt, 
on  behalf  of  the  tenant,  and  by  Mannings  Serjt.,  on  behalf  of  the  demand- 
ant. The  opposition  of  the  latter  was  founded  upon  the  affidavits  of  John 
Bo  wen  and  of  Cook. 

*Bowen,  in  his  affidavit,  stated,  that  upon  the  order  being  r«025 
made  for  substituting  Gustard  as  the  demandant's  attorney  in  lieu 
of  Clarke,  (the  13th  of  March,  1846,)  the  latter  applied  to  Bowen,  as  agent 
of  the  demandant,  to  accept  in  his  favour,  in  the  demandant's  name,  two 
bills,  dated  that  day,  one  for  1000/.,  the  other  for  1778/.  As.  4c(.,  payable 
two  months  after  date ;  that  Bowen  accepted  the  bills  under  the  power 
of  attorney  held  by  him,  (dated  the  7th  of  March,  1846,)  and  delivered  them 
to  Clarke  ;  that  it  was  agreed  between  Bowen,  as  such  agent,  and  Clarke, 
that  they  (the  bills)  should  be  taken  and  accepted  by  Clarke  in  satisfaction 
of  all  claims  of  Clarke  upon  the  demandant  for  or  in  respect  of  his  costs  y 

(a)  The  service  of  the  rule  opon  Ox)k,  who  did  not  appear  in  opposition  thereto,  was  held 
tufficient  to  call  upon  him  for  an  answer. 

VOL.  m,  64  2  U 
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charges^  expenies,  and  dubanemenis  as  attorney  in  thii  tause  ;  and  that 
the  two  bills  so  taken  and  accepted  by  Clarke,  were  itill  reUnned  hf 
him. 

Cook  in  his  affidavit  stated,  that  he  was  appointed  attorney  for  the  de- 
mandant by  a  judge's  order,  dated  the  28th  of  October,  1846  ;  that  be 
afterwards  received  the  bulk  of  the  papers  in  the  cause  from  Messrs.  Dams 
&  Son;  that  he  received  other  papers  frbm  Gustard ;  that  he  never  receired 
any  papers  fix)m  Clarke,  nor  had  he  any  notice  of  Clarke's  lien  when  he 
received  the  papers  from  Davies  &  Son  and  Gustard ;  that  he  had  no 
notice  of  Clarke's  lien  until  the  17th  of  December,  1846,  after  the  cause 
had  been  compromised ;  that  one  Scott,  a  client  of  Clarke's,  informed  him 
(Cook)  that  he  (Scott)  had  paid  Clarke  all  his  actual  expenses  in  the  cause, 
receiving  bills  from  Bowen  at  the  rate  of  500/.  for  every  100/.  advanced : 
that  Clarke  had  informed  the  deponent  to  the  same  effect ;  and  that  it  was 
his  mtention  to  obtain  his  full  costs,  in  order  to  repay  Scott ;  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  5000/.  into  court  would  be  injurious  to  the  demandant,  hy 
reason  of  the  delay,  and  the  possibility  of  other  liens  being  sought  to  be 
attached  to  it ;  that  the  deponent  had  laid  out  large  sums  in  conduct- 
^8261  ^"^  ^^  cause ;  that  *he  had  not  yet  made  out  his  bill,  and  wa» 
therefore  unable  to  state  the  amount,  but  believed  it  would  coih 
siderably  exceed  1000/.(a) 

Martin,  and  Channellj  Serjt.  By  the  rule  of  the  17th  of  December, 
1846,  the  tenant,  for  whom  a  verdict  was  found  by  the  g^nd  assize,  is 
ordered  to  pay  5000/.,  to  Cook,  the  demandant's  attorney,  within  a  month. 
Since  that  rule  was  made,  claims  have  been  made  on  behalf  of  five  differ- 
ent parties,  viz.  Gustard,  Davies  and  Son,  Clarke,  and  Cook,  who  had, 
at  various  times,  acted  as  attorneys  for  the  demandant  in  the  cause,  aad 
Richards,  her  present  attorney.  The  tenant  is  ready  to  pay  the  money 
into  court,  or  to  dispose  of  it  in  any  way  the  court  may  direct.  [  Wildk,  0.  J. 
The  order  to  pay  the  money  to  the  attorney  is,  primdjadef  an  order  to  pay 
it  to  the  demandant.  At  the  present  moment,  all  we  have  to  deal  with  is 
the  application  of  Mr.  Clarke  that  his  lien  may  have  effect.] 

Manning,  Serjt.,  for  the  demandant.  Clarke's  lien  never  attached  to 
the  fund  in  question ;  and,  if  he  ever  had  a  lien,  he  has  lost  it  by  receiv- 
ing negotiable  securities  in  satisfaction  of  his  demand.  The  5000/.  is  not 
a  sum  recovered  in  the  cause.  It  is  a  mere  bonus  or  gratuity  given  by 
the  tenant,  who  has  obtained  a  verdict  in  the  cause,  to  the  demandant: 
and  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  payment  being  secured  by  a  rule  of 
court  does  not  in  any  degree  alterthe  character  of  the  transaction.  [Maule,  J* 
The  lien  of  the  attorney  arises  out  of  an  implied  contract.  If  the  parties 
had  entered  into  a  special  contract,  the  attorney  would  of  course  have 
*8271  ^^^P^^^^^^  ^^^  payment  of  his  costs  out  of  any  fund  that  *might  be 
realized,  whether  by  a  verdict  and  iudgment  or  by  a  compromise. 

(a)  This  affidavit  had  been  made  by  Cook  whilst  he  was  attorney  in  the  oause^  and  vu 
BOW  used  by  Richards,  the  substituted  attorney. 
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The  bonesty  of  the  case  eertaiQly  is,  that  die  attorney's  lien  should  attach 
upon  money  that  »  the  fruit  of  his  labour  aod  skilly  more  particularly 
where  be  has  taken  np  the  cause  of  a  poor  person. 

At  all  events,  the  lien  is  destroyed  by  the  taking  of  security :  Cowell  ▼ 
Rmpsauj  16  Ves.  275.  Lord  Eldon  there  says :  *<  Looking  through  the 
general  doctnne  of  lien  as  applicable  to  all  oases  except  the  purchase  of 
an  estate,  with  reference  to  which  it  has  in  a  series  of  decisions  been 
extended,  it  may  be  described  as  prtmAfade  a  right  accompanying  the 
implied  contract.  In  the  case  of  a  factor,  who  has  a  lien  both  for  his 
expenditure  upon  the  goods  in  his  possessbn  and  his  general  balance  upon 
former  transactions,  entering  into  a  special  contract  for  a  particular  mode 
of  payment,  he  loses  his  lien."  And  in  Chase  v.  Westmorej  5  M.  ft  S.  180, 
Lord  Ellenbo&ough  says :  «<  In  CoweU  t.  Simpson^  the  lord  chancellor 
considers  a  lien  as  a  right  accompanying  an  implied  contract ;  and,  in  one 
passage  of  his  judgment,  he  is  reported  to  have  said — <  If  the  possession 
commences  under  an  implied  contract,  and  afterwards  a  special  contract 
is  made  for  payment,  in  the  nature  of  the  thing,  the  one  contract  destroys 
the  other ;'  but  it  is  evident,  from  other  parts  of  the  report,  that  the  lord 
chancellor  was  there  speaking  of  a  special  contract  &r  a  particular  mod0 
of  payment.  Such  a  contract  is  apparently  inconsistent  with  a  right  to 
detain  the  possession ;  and,  consequently,  will  defeat  a  claim  to  the  exer^ 
cise  of  such  a  right.  And  we  agree,  that,  where  the  parties  contract  for  a 
particular  time  or  mode  of  payment,  the  workman  has  not  a  right  to  set 
up  a  claim  to  the  possession  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  his  contract.'' 
[Maule,  J.  Does  Bowen  state  that  the  bills  are  paid  ?]  He  does  not :  he 
merely  states  that  they  *are  still  retained  by  Clarke.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  rvgog 
They  are  long  over-due :  of  course  they  are  unpaid.]  A  ship- 
owner taking  bills  for  freight,  loses  his  lien.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  A  landlord 
does  not  lose  bis  right  to  distrain  for  arrears  of  rent,  by  taking  a  bill  or 
note  for  the  amount.]  (a)  The  right  of  distress  is  the  higher  security, 
and  therefore  does  not  merge  in  the  lesser.  [Cresswell,  J.,  referred  to 
Dixon  V.  YaUSj  5  B.  «t  Ad.  313,  2  N.  &  M.  177.  There,  D.  bought  of 
Y.  forty-six  puncheons  of  rum  lying  in  the  warehouse  of  Y.  at  Liverpool, 
and  sold  them  to  C,  who  was  a  clerk  of  Y.,  but  carried  on  business  for  him- 
self. D.  gave  C.  an  invoice,  specifying  the  marks  and  numbers  of  each 
puncheon,  and  took  kis  acceptances  Jbr  the  price.  The  rum,  and  the  sam- 
ples which  had  been  taken,  remained  in  Y.'s  warehouse.  The  invariable 
mode  of  delivering  goods  sold  while  they  are  in  warehouses  at  Liverpool, 
is  by  the  vendor's  giving  a  delivery-order  to  the  vendee.  D.  was  asked 
by  C.  for  delivery-orders,  but  declined  giving  any  except  for  two  or  three 
puncheons,  which  C.  received.  C.  marked,  coopered,  and  gauged  the  casks. 
While  the  bills  were  running,  C.  sold  twenty-six  of  the  puncheons  to  K., 

(a)  See  Harrii  ▼.  Skqntfoy,  BuU.  N.  P.  182;  Da9i$  v.  Oydi,  2  Ad.  &E.623,  4  N.&  M.462 
PtU/rey  ▼.  Baker^  3  Price,  573. 
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who  paid  for  them,  and  who,  by  C.'s  permission,  without  the  knowledge 
of  D.,  gauged  and  coopered  the  casks  in  the  warehouse  of  Y.,  and  maiked 
them  with  his  initials.  C.  gave  an  invoice  to  K.,  stating  the  maiks  and 
numbers  of  the  casks,  and  by  whom  the  rum  was  bonded.  C.  also,  wkUe 
the  hills  toere  runningy  sold  eighteen  puncheons  of  the  rum  to  two  other 
panies,  to  whom  he  gave  similar  invoices,  and  samples,  and  who  after- 
wards obtained  three  of  the  puncheons,  on  a  delivery  order  signed  by 
themselves,  but  not  by  D.  They  paid  C.  for  the  whole.  The  hills 
*8291  f^^^^  *y  C.Jbr  the  price  of  the  forty-four  ^puncheons^  wen  <fw- 
hanaured.  And  it  was  held,  upon  a  special  case, — whereby  it 
was  agreed  that  the  court  should  be  at  liberty  to  draw  from  the  facts  any 
inference  that  the  jury  might  have  drawn, — that  C.  never  had  acquired 
the  actual  possession  of  the  rum,  and,  an  his  dishonouring  his  acceptanceSy 
D,  had  a  lien  on  it  for  the  price;  and  that  C.'s  sub*  vendees  could  not 
claim  against  D.  the  rum  which  remained  undelivered  to  them.  Wilde,  C.J. 
The  order  for  changing  the  attorney, — which  is  dated  on  the  day  the  two 
bills  are  alleged  to  have  been  drawn  and  accepted, — expressly  reserves 
the  lien  of  Clarke.  That  seems  to  negative  the  inference  drawn  by 
Bowen.]  The  order  would,  of  course,  be  drawn  up  in  the  ordinary  form. 
[Wilde,  C.  J.  This  order  is  not  in  the  usual  form ;  the  usual  order  pro- 
vides  ior  payment  of  the  attorney's  bill.] 

Scotty  in  support  of  his  rule,  relied  on  Stevenson  v.  Blakelocky  1  M.  & 
S.  535,  where  it  was  held  that  the  lien  of  the  attorney  is  not  extinguished 
by  his  taking  acceptances,  which  are  afterwards  dishonoured ;  and  where 
Lord  Ellenbobough  observed :  « It  is  unnecessary  to  canvass  the  doctrine 
in  Cowell  v.  Simpson^  inasmuch  as  there  is  a  material  distinction  between 
that  '*ase  and  the  present ;  for  there  the  bills  were  running,  and  there  was 
no  r^nson  to  presume  that  they  would  not  be  duly  paid  ;  in  this  case,  the 
bills*  have  been  refused  payment.  Assuming,  then,  the  position  of  the 
lord  chancellor  to  be  correct,  here  there  is  the  further  circumstance  of  the 
bilk  being  dishonoured ;  which  places  this  defendant  in  his  original  situalum 
as  h  lien.^^  [Wilde,  C.  J.  We  feel  no  doubt  that  Clarke's  lien  attaches 
uprn  the  fund  in  question,  and  we  think  it  is  not  extinguished  by  the 
*8101  ^^'^^'^S  ^^  securities  that  have  turned  out  to  be  ^worthless.  We 
think,  however,  the  affidavit  should  have  shown  the  amount  of 
Clarke's  claim :  in  this  respect  it  is  defective.]  It  is  sworn  that  the  bill 
has  been  delivered:  the  amount  cannot  be  material,  seeing  that  the  rule 
merely  asks  that  effect  may  be  given  to  Clarke's  lien,  when  ascertained 
by  taxation.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  You  ask  to  have  the  whole  5000/.  paid  into 
court.  Surely  you  cannot  be  entitled  to  that,  when  you  do  not  show  that 
you  have  a  lien  to  the  extent  of  5/.  Mannings  Serjt.,  admitted  that  the 
bill  had  been  delivered,  and  that  the  amount  claimed  was  718/.  55. 
lOd.] 

W^ilde,  C.  J.  Let  that  sum  be  paid  into  court  by  the  tenant,  there  to 
remain  to  abide  the  result  of  a  taxation  of  Clarke's  bill,  Clarke  givioF 
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credit,  on  such  taxation,  for  any  sums  received  by  him  from  or  on  account 
of  the  demandant.  Rule  absolute  accordingly.(a) 

*  Martin  f  for  the  tenant,  asked  for  his  costs  of  showing  cause,  r^goi 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund. 

WiLDc,  C.  J.     In  right,  no  costs  are  g^ven. 

(a)  See  ^nonymou$^  1  Salk.  86,  Garth.  412,  Skinn.  679,  Comb.  439;   Turwin  r.  Gibton, 

3  Atk.  720 ;  Waldron,  In  re,  2  Str.  1126 ;  Rtx  y.  SmoiUtt,  3  Burr.  1313;  WUkmt  v.  CarmichaO, 
1  Doagl.  104 ;    Wehh  v.  HoU,  1  Dougl.  238 ;  Gr^n  v.  EyUs,  1  H.  Bla.  122 ;  MUchtU  v.  Oldjkld, 

4  T.  R.  123 ;  Read  v,  Dupper,  6  Tl  R.  361 ;  HoIUm  v.  Claridge,  4  Taunt  807;  CouxU  v.  BeiteUy, 
10BIngh,432,  4  M.  &  Scott,  265,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  780 ;  WorraU  v.John»n,2  Jack  W.218; 
CoUgrave  v.  Manley,  1  Turn.  &  Russ.  400;  Fkury  v.  ThM  Earl  of  Meath,  X  Alcock  k  N.  88; 
Newton  y.  Borland,  2  M.  &  G.  886,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  769;  Tidd's  Practice,  9th  edit.,  337,  338; 
Archbold's  Practice,  7th  edit.,  86,  87. 

The  rule  of  the  17tb  of  December,  1846,  for  pafment  of  tlie  50002.  to  Cook,  was  after- 
wards, in  consequence  of  other  claims  being  set  up  on  the  fund,  amended  by  an  order  of 
Maule,  J.,  at  chambers,  made  by  consent  Tlie  amended  rule  directed  ^  that  the  tenant  do 
and  shall  forthwith  pay  to  Gus^tard  the  sum  of  2502.,  to  Messrs.  Davies  &  Son  the  sum  of 
700/1 ;  and  that  he  do  and  shall  forthwith  pay  into  court  the  sum  of  1600iL  to  cover  the  lien 
claimed  by  Cook,  and  also  the  sum  of  7182.  ds.  \0d  to  cover  the  lien  claimed  by  Clarke  ;  and 
that,  out  of  the  said  last*mentioned  sum,  there  be  paid  out  of  court  to  Clarke  the  amount  of 
his  bill,  as  soon  as  the  same  shall  have  been  ascertained  by  the  master;  and  that  the  tenant 
shall  forthwith  pay  the  residue  of  the  said  sum  of  50002^  amounting  to  the  sum  of  173121 14s. 
2J.,  to  the  said  demandant" 

Cook's  claim  was  afterwards  satisfied  by  paying  him  8002.,  and  Clarke's  bill  was  taxed  at 
about  4002.  Several  other  payments  having  been  made  in  satisfaction  of  liabilities  incurred 
by  the  demandant,  in  the  result,  she  returned  to  Wales  with  about  5002L 
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In  case  against  a  surveyor  of  highways,  appointed  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  84,  for  the  follow- 
ing words  alleged  to  have  been  spoken  by  him  at  a  public  auction,  in  reference  to  certain 
unfinished  houses  at  a  place  called  Agar  Town,  which  the  plaintiff  had  put  up  for  sale-* 
"My  object  in  attending  this  sale  is,  to  inform  purchasers,  if  there  be  any  here  present, 
tliat  I  shall  not  allow  purchaterSy  (meaning  pertom  who  then  might  be  digpoted  to  purchau  at  the 
eaid  tale  the  taid  houae  of  the  plaintiff,  $o  expoted  for  $ale  at  aforetaid,)  to  be  finished  or  occu- 
pied, until  the  roads  are  made  good  in  Agar  Town.  I  have  no  power  to  compel  any  one 
to  make  the  roads ;  but  I  have  power  to  stop  the  buildings  until  the  roads  are  made.  If 
there  shall  be  any  purchasers,  they  will  have  to  keep  the  carcasses  in  their  unfinished 
state  until  tlie  roads  are  made"— the  judge  at  the  trial  allowed  the  declaration  to  be 
amended,  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  by  substituting,  for  the  words  in  italic,  the 
words  «*tho  houses:''— •//c2d^  that  such  an  amendment  was  properly  allowed. 

Ill  such  a  case,  malice  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  the  circumstance  of  the  defendant  having 
acted  upon  an  incorrect  view  of  his  duty,  founded  upon  an  erroneous  ooustruction  of  the 
statute. 

Case,  for  words  in  the  nature  of  slander  of  title. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintifT,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
committing  of  the  grievances  by  the  defendant  thereinafter  mentioned, 
^as  possessed,  for  the  residue  of  a  certain  term  of  years  then  to  come 
and  unexpired,  to  wit,  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  of  divers,  to  wit, 
twelve  unfinished  houses,  with  the.  ^appurtenances,  situate,  lying,  r»oqo 
and  being  in  a  certain  place  called  Agar  Town,  wherein  divers 
roads  were  then  marked  out  and  unfinished,  which  said  place  then  was, 
and  now  is,  parcel  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
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BtXf  and  then  did  and  still  does  ibrm  part  of  a  certain  division  or  district 
for  the  administration,  and  within  the  operation,  of  an  act  made    and 
passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  her  majesty  Victoria,  intituled  «<An  act  fcr 
regulating  the  construction  and  use  of  buildings  in  the  metropolis  and  its 
neighbourhood,"  called  the   district  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  and 
which  houses  then  were  approached  by,  and  adjoined  to,  a  certain  road- 
way, of  the  width,  quality,  and  description,  required  by  the  said  act,  thas 
is  to  say,  of  such  width  as  would  admit  to  one  of  the  fronts  thereof,  of  a . 
scavenger's  cart  of  the  ordinary  size  of  such  carts ;  the  said  houses  then 
being  of  the  class  described  in  the  said  act  as  the  first  class:  that  the 
plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances 
thereinafter  mentioned,  was  desirous  of  selling  his  said  estate  and  interest 
in  the  said  houses  by  public  auction,  and,  for  that  purpose,  the  plaintifl^ 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  grievances,  to  wit, 
on  the  2d  of  March,  1846,  caused  his  said  estate  and  interest  therein  to 
be  advertised  for,  and  the  same  were  then  put  up  and  exposed  to,  sale 
by  public  auction,  at  a  certain  house,  to  wit,  the  Camden  Arms,  within 
the  said  parish  and  district  of  St.  Pancras,  by  one  James  Kennedy,  as 
the  auctioneer  and  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  in  order  that  the  same  might  be 
then  sold  for  the  plaintiflT:  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  putting 
of  the  said  houses  up  for  sale,  the  defendant  was,  and  filled  the  oflBce  of, 
one  of  the  surveyors  appointed  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  for  the  said 
district  within  which  the  said  houses  then  were  so  built:  yet  that  the  de- 
fendant, well  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving,  and  falsely  and  mali- 
mciooi    ciously  intending  *to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  cause  and  induce 
the  persons  attending  the  said  exposure  to  sale,  to  believe  and 
apprehend  that  there  was  no  such  roadway  to  one  of  the  fronts  of  the  said 
houses,  as  required  by  the  said  act,  and  to  interrupt  the  said  sale,  and  to 
hinder  and  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  selling  or  disposing  (^  his  said  estate 
QT  interest  in  the  same,  and  to  cause  the  plaintiff  to  lose  and  be  deprived 
of  divers  great  gains,  which  he  might,  and  otherwise  would,  have  reaped 
and  derived  from  the  said  sale,  and  to  lose  and  be  deprived  of  the  expenses 
attending  the  said  exposure  to  sale,  and  to  which  he  the  plaintiff  had  then 
been  put  in  procuring  the  said  estate  to  be  so  advertised  for  and  exposed 
to  sale,  and  to  cause  the  same  to  be  sold  for  a  much  smaller  price  than 
the  said  houses  otherwise,  but  for  the  committing  the  grievances  therein- 
after mentioned,  would  have  realized  and  produced,  and  to  vex,  harass, 
and  oppress  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  wrong- 
fully, injuriously,  falsely,  and  maliciously,  and  without  any  reasonable  or 
probable  cause,  and  under  colour  of  his  said  office,  and  under  the  &lse 
and  malicious  pretence  of  executing  the  same,  attended,  and  was  present 
fi%  and  upon,  such  exposure  to  sale  of  his  the  plaintiff's  said  estate  and 
interest  of  and  in  the  said  houses,  and  at  the  place  aforesaid,  and  then, 
upon  such  e^wsure  to  sale,  and  before  the  said  estate  and  interest  had 
been  put  up  for  sale^  falsely  and  maliciously,  under  colour  and  pretenee 


3  Manning,  Granger,  &  8cqtt.  833 

^  exeeutiQg  liis  said  office,  ia  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  liege 
subjects  of  our  said  lady  the  queen*  then  and  there  assembled  and  pre* 
sent,  and  attendipg  the  said  sale  for  the  purpose  of  bidding  for,  and  pur- 
chasing, the  s^d  houses,  spoke  and  published  of  and  concerning  the 
plaiatiflf,  and  of  aad  concerning  the  said  houses  with  the  appurtenances, 
tad  the  plaintiff's  said  estate  and  interest  therein,  the  false,  scandalous, 
$landetous,  *and  malicious  words  following — <t  My  object  (meaB-  t*QOA 
iog,  his  the  defendant's  object)  in  attending  this  sale,  is,  to  inform 
purchasers,  if  there  be  any  here  present,  that  I  (meaning  the  defendanf) 
shall  not  allow  purchasers^  {meaning j  persons  who  then  might  be  disposed 
to  purchase  at  the  said  sale  the  said  houses  qf  the  plaint^y  so  exposed  for 
sale  as  aforesaid^)  to  be  finished  or  occupied,  until  the  roads  are  made 
good  in  Agar  Town  (meaning,  the  said  district  called  Agar  Town  afore- 
»id:)  I  (meaning  the  said  defendant)  have  no  power  to  compel  any  one 
to  make  the  roads,  (meaning,  the  roads  in  Agar  Town  aforesaid;)  but  I 
(meaning  the  defendant)  have  power  to  stop  the  buildings,  (meaning,  that 
he,  the  defendant,  had  power,  under  and  by  virtue  of  his  being  such  dis« 
Uict  surveyor  under  the  said  statute,  to  prevent  the  said  unfinished  houses 
from  being  finished,)  until  the  rpads  (meaning  the  said  roads  in  Agar 
Town  aforesaid)  are  made :  Jf  there  shall  be  any  purchasers,  (meaning, 
purchasers  of  the  said  bouses  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  said  sale,)  they  will 
have  to  keep  the  carcasses  (meaning  the  said  houses  in  their  then  un- 
finished state)  until  the  roads  (meaning  tbe  roads  aforesaid)  are  made." 
And  the  plaintiff  further  said,  that  the  defendant,  further  intending  as 
aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  aforesaid,  at  the  place  aforesaid, 
and  just  before  the  commencement  of  the  said  putting  up  for  sale  of  the 
said  houses,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the  said  subjects  so  assembled 
at  the  said  putting  up  for  sale  for  the  purpose  of  bidding  for  and  purchasing 
the  said  houses,  spoke  and  published  the  false,  malicious,  and  slanderous 
words  following,  of  and  concerning  the  said  houses,  with  the  appurte- 
nances,  and  the  plaintiff's  said  estate  therein — «  Gentlemen,  I  am  not  come 
here  as  a  purchaser,  but  to  inform  the  company,  (meaning,  the  subjects 
aforesaid  who  were  then  there  assembled  at  the  said  intended  s^le,)  that 
the  roads  ^(meaning  the  roads  aforesaid)  must  be  made  good,  or  rvoog 
I  will  stop  the  communication  with  the  buildings,"  (meaning  th/e 
said  bouses  of  the  plaintiff:)  That,  by  means  of  the  committing  of  the 
said  several  grievances  by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  one  John  Turner, 
&c.  &c.,  and  divers  other  of  the  said  liege  subjects  of  our  said  lady  the 
queen,  who  were  so  present  at,  and  upon,  the  said  exposure  to  sale  as 
aforesaid,  and  who  were  then  about  to  be,  and  become,  purchasers  of  the 
estate  and  interest  of  the  plaintiff,  and  who  might,  and  would  otherwise, 
have  bid  for  and  purchased  the  same,  were  then  induced  to  believe  and 
apprehend  that  there  was  no  sufficient  roadway  to  one  of  the  fronts  of  the 
IBaid  houses,  as  required  by  the  said  act ;  that  thereby,  and  by  means  of 
the  said  several  grievances,  the  said  several  persons  and  last-mentioned 
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subjects  were  deterred  and  prevented  from  bidding  for,  and  beeoming  Ae 
purchasers  of,  the  said  estate  and  interest  of  the  plaintiiT,  and  then  and 
from  thenceforward  had  respectively  wholly  declined  to  purchase  the 
same ;  that  thereby  the  plaintiff  was  then  hindered  and  prevented  from 
selling,  and  disposing  of,  his  said  estate  and  interest,  and  had  thereby 
not  only  lost  and  been  deprived  of  all  the  advantages  and  emoluments 
which  he  might  and  would  have  derived  and  acquired  from  the  sale  thereof, 
but  had  been  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  lay  out,  and  expend  dirers  large 
sums  of  money,  to  wit,  100/.,  in  and  about  the  said  exposure  to  sale,  and 
the  expenses  incidental  thereto,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly — as  to  the  speaking 
and  publishing  such  and  so  many  of  the  words  in  the  declaration  men* 
tioned,  as  alleged  and  implied  that  the  said  roads  in  Agar  Town  aforesaid 
were  not  made  good,  and  that  there  was  no  such  roadway  to  one  of  the 
fronts  of  the  said  houses  of  the  plaintiff  as  required  by  the  said  act  of 
parliament  in  the  declaration  mentioned — that,  before  and  at  the  said 
*8361     *^^^'^^^  times  when,  &c.  in  the  declaration  respectively  mentioned, 
the  said  roads  in  Agar  Town  aforesaid  were  not,  and  had  not  been, 
made  good,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  were  then  in  a  bad  and  imperfect 
state,  and  unfit  for  use  and  for  the  purposes  of  traffic ;  and  that  there  was 
not  then  any  such  roadway  to  one  of  the  said  fronts  of  the  said  houses, 
of  the  width,  quality,  and  description  required  by  the  said  act  of  parliament ; 
and  that  therefore  the  defendant,  so  being  sucb  surveyor  as  aforesaid,  at 
the  several  times  when,  &c.  in  the  declaration  respectively  mentioned, 
spoke  and  published  the  words  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  men* 
tioned  and  referred  to,  as  he  lawfully  might,  for  the  cause  aforesaid — 
verification. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea,  and  replied  de  injurid  to  the 
second. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Erle,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster  after 
last  Trinity  term.  The  plaintiff  is  a  solicitor.  The  defendant  is  the  dis- 
trict surveyor  for  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  under  the  metropolitan  build- 
ings act,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  84.  The  plaintiff  bad  acted  as  steward  or  agent 
for  a  gentleman  named  Agar,  who  possessed  considerable  property  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Camden  Town,  which  had  been  laid  out  for  building, 
and  which  was  known  by  the  name  of  Agar  Town.  Prior  to  the  passing 
of  the  statute  above  referred  to,  the  plaintiff  had  built,  amongst  others, 
four  houses  in  a  place  called  Durham  Street,  Agar  Town;  and,  subse- 
quently to  the  passing  of  the  act,  he  commenced  the  building  of  eight 
more,  in  a  place  called  Winchester  Terrace;  all  the  houses  being  of  the 
description  called  in  the  act  fourth-rate  houses  of  the  first  class,  and  all 
situate  within  the  district  of  St.  Pancras. 

About  the  middle  of  January,  1846,  the  plaintiff  advertised  for  sale  on 
the  2d  of  March,  his  interest  in  the  four  finished  houses  in  Durham  Street, 
and  in  the  eight  carcasses  in  Winchester  Terrace. 
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*Oq  the  27di  of  Tebruary,  the  plaintiff  i^eceired  from  the  de<  r«oo7 
fendant  the  following  notice : — 

«  Metropolitan-buildings  act, 
"7  &  8  Vict.  c.  84,  s.  14,  sched.  (M.) 

«To  Mr.  John  Pater,  and  to  whomsoever  else  it  may  concern. 

mI,  the  undersigned,  being  the  surveyor  appointed  to  the  district  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Faucras,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  do  hereby  give  you 
notice  that  the  eight  fourth-rate  houses  now  in  progress,  and  belonging  to 
you,  situate  in  Winchester  Terrace,  Agar  Town,  are  not  conformable  to 
the  statute,  in  the  portions  thereof  under  mentioned ;  and  I  require  you, 
vithin  forty-eight  hours  from  the  date  hereof,  to  amend  the  same.  Dated, 
&c.  (Signed)  <«  Henry  Baker." 

M  Irregularities  referml  to. 

<«  1.  The  ridge-pieces,  rafters,  and  other  timbers  being  placed  within 
three  inches  of  the  face,  side,  and  back  of  the  flues,  where  the  substance 
of  brickwork  is  less  than  8^  inches. 

<«  2.  The  drains  not  having  been  properly  built  and  made  good. 

•*  3.  There  being  no  roadway  either  to  the  houses,  or  to  the  enclosure 
about  them,  of  such  width  as  will  admit,  to  one  of  the  fronts,  of  the  access 
of  a  scavenger's  cart." 

On  the  morning  of  the  2d  of  March,  just  before  the  sale  commenced, 
the  defendant,  addressing  the  persons  present  in  the  auction-room,  spoke, 
according  to  the  evidence  of  the  first  witness,  the  following  words : — 
«« My  object  in  attending  the  sale,  is,  to  inform  purchasers,  if  there  are 
any  present,  that  I  shall  not  allow  the  houses  to  be  finished  until  the  roads 
are  made  good.  I  have  no  power  to  compel  the  purchasers  to  complete 
*the  roads;  but  I  have  power  to  prevent  them  from  completing  r«oo^ 
the  houses  until  the  roads  are  made  good."  A  second  witness 
stated  the  words  to  be  as  follow: — «(!  came  here,  not  as  a  buyer,  but  to 
tell  purchasers,  if  there  be  any  here,  that  I  will  not  allow  purchases  to  be 
completed,  till  the  roads  are  made  good  in  Agar  Town."  And  a  third 
witness,  who  was  the  plaintifiPs  foreman,  stated  them  to  be  in  substance : — 
<«I  cannot  allow  the  houses  to  be  finished  until  the  roads  are  made." 

It  being  conceded  that  the  declaration  was  insensible  as  it  stood,  and 
the  learned  judge  conceiving  that  it  was  a  case  for  amendment  under  the 
3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  the  declaration  was  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  in  iialic^  ant6,  p.  834,  and  substituting  «cthe  houses;"  leave 
being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court 
should  think  such  amendment  not  warranted  by  the  statute. 

In  consequence  of  the  defendant's  interruption,  only  two  of  the  houses 
were  sold ;  the  price  they  realized  being  35i.  each,  whereas,  according  tc 
the  evidence  of  the  auctioneer,  they  might  reasonably  have  been  expected 
to  produce  65i.  each.  The  only  witness  who  stated  that  he  was  deterra-; 
from  bidding,  was  one  of  the  plaintiff^s  tenants. 

VOL.  m.  65  f 


838  Pater  v.  Baker.  H.  T.  1847. 

On  tbe  7th  of  March,  (which  was  two  days  after  the  commencement 
of  this  action,)  the  following  information  under  the  statute  was  laid  against 
the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant : — 

«<  Information.    Pater  ats.  Baker,  D.  S. 
« Metropolitan-buildings  act,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  84. 

"Information  of  Henry  Baker;  district  surveyor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pan- 
eras,  against  John  Pater,  for  irregular  building : 

«<  Whereas,  John  Pater,  of,  &c.,  pursuant  to  notice  duly  given  to  me, 
the  undersigned,  and  dated  the  20th  day  of  October  now  last  past,  has 
*8391  P^^*^^^^  ^o  build,  'and  has  built  and  covered  in,  eight  certain 
buildings  of  the  fourth  rate  of  the  first  or  dwelling-house  class, 
situate  in  Winchester  Terrace,  Agar  Town,  in  the  said  parish,  but  has  not 
constructed  the  said  buildings,  and  used  the  ground  on  which  they  stand, 
according  to  the  provisions  and  regulations  (rf*  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  84,  called 
the  Metropolitan-buildings  act :  And  whereas  due  notice  has  been  served 
upon  the  said  John  Pater,  a  copy  of  which  notice  is  hereunto  annexed, 
dated  the  27th  day  of  February  now  last  past :  And  whereas,  after  tbe 
expiration  of  such  last-mentioned  notice,  I  proceeded  to  inspect  the  work, 
and  found  that  the  irregularities  complained  of  had  not  been  wholly 
amended,  particularly  as  to  the  want  of  a  roadway  to  the  said  hotueSj  as 
required  to  be  made  by  schedule  (K.)  of  the  said  act:  Now,  I,  the  surveyor 
duly  appointed  to  the  district  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras,  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  do  hereby  give  information  of  such  irregular  work  to  tbe 
official  referees  appointed  under  the  said  act,  and  request  them  to  proceed 
to  hear  the  matter.    As  witness  my  hand,  this  7th  day  of  March,  1846. 

(Signed)  «  Henry  Bakes.'' 

(«To  the  official  referees  of  metropolitan  buildings." 

On  the  16th  of  March,  the  official  referees  attended  to  view  the  pre- 
mises.  They  found  that  the  first  objection  had  been  removed  by  the 
plaintiff"  within  the  forty-eight  hours ;  that  the  second  objection  had  also 
been  since  removed  by  a  trifling  alteration  in  the  drains ;  and,  as  to  the 
third,  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  terms  of  schedule  (K.)  had  been  satis* 
fied  by  leaving  a  space  of  the  required  width,  and  that  it  was  not  neces* 
sary  that  it  should  be  a  completely  made  road, — or,  in  the  language  of 
their  award,  which  was  made  on  the  28th  of  March,  «that,  inasmuch  as 
^oAQi  ^cre  is  At  least  one  roadway  ^leading  from  the  Bang's  Road  up  to 
and  along  the  fronts  of  the  houses  in  question,  which,  although 
rough  and  unfinished,  is  of  such  width  as  will  admit  to  such  bouses  of 
the  access  of  a  scavenger's  cart,  the  said  houses  are  not,  in  respect  of  the 
roadway  thereto,  contrary  to  the  said  act." 

The  defendant,  who  was  present  when  the  official  referees  were  viewing 
the  premises,  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  addressed  to  him  by  one  of  the 
plaintifl''s  witnesses,  as  to  why  he  pursued  Mr.  Pater,  observed — <(I  pur- 
sue Mr.  Pater  because  he  is  the  agent  of  Mr.  Agar,  the  ground-landlord, 
whom  I  cannot  get  at."    And,  on  a  subsequent  occasion,  when  remoc- 
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fltrated  with  for  the  course  he  had  adopted  with  regard  to  Mr.  Pater,  tlie 
defendant  said :  «<  Then,  let  him  withdraw  his  action." 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  malice  was  the  gist 
of  an  action  of  this  sort — Smith  v.  Spooner^  3  Taunt.  246 — and  that  there 
was  no  evidence  whatever  to  go  to  the  jury,  that  what  had  beeu  done  by 
the  defendant,  was  done  with  a  malicious  intention  to  injure  the  plaintiff; 
but  that,  on  the  contrary,  all  the  evidence  showed  that  the  defendant  watf 
acting  in  the  honest  and  bond  fide  belief,  though  it  might  be  an  erroneous  , 
belief,  that  he  was  doing  no  more  than  it  was  his  duty,  under  the  act,  to  do. 

The  learned  judge  was  inclined  to  think  that  the  mere  leaving  a  space 
of  the  required  width  for  a  roadway,  was  not  a  compliance  with  the  direi^- 
tion  contained  in  schedule  (K).  And  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether 
they  thought  the  defendant  had  acted  in  the  bond  fide  belief  that  he  was 
pursuing  his  duty  under  the  statute,  or  whether  they  would  infer,  from  his 
subsequent  declarations  and  conduct,  that  the  course  taken  *by  him  r»QAi 
with  reference  to  the  sale,  was  dictated  by  a  malicious  intention  ^ 
to  inflict  an  injury  on  the  plaintiff. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflT,  damages  18/.  12s.,  leave 
being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  malice  to  go  to  the 

Channellf  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  upon  the  two  points  reserved,  (a) 

KeaHng  and  Dowdestoell  showed  cause.  Enough  of  the  words  charged 
were  proved,  to  sustain  the  action,  without  reference  to  the  amendment 
made  at  the  trial.  The  substance  of  the  slander  was,  that  the  plaintifll^ 
in  erecting  the  houses  in  question,  had  so  conducted  himself  as  to  enable 
the  defendant,  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  him  by  the 
statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  84,  to  prevent  the  carcasses  being  finished ;  and 
that  was  proved.  The  defendant's  objection  pointed  to  the  alleged  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  roadway  leading  to  the  houses.  The  only  provision  of  the 
act  as  to  roads,  is  that  contained  in  schedule  (K),  which  declares  that 
«<with  regard  to  every  building  of  the  first  class,  every  such  building  must. 
be  built  with  some  roadway,  either  to  it  or  to  the  enclosure  about  it,  of 
such  width  as  will  admit  to  one  of  its  fronts  of  the  access  of  a  scavenger's 
cart  of  the  ordinary  size  of  such  carts."  This,  in  terms,  requires,  not  a  per- 
feet  roadf  that  shall  be  paved  or  laid  with  gravel,  or  granite,  or  any  other 
material  ordinarily  *used  for  making  roads;  but  merely  a  roadway^  r*842 
a  space  of  a  given  width  which  may  be  used  as  a  road.  The  '- 
avowed  object  of  the  defendant  was,  not  to  cause  the  particular  roadway 
to  be  made  good,  but  to  apply  the  screw  to  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  en« 
force  what  the  defendant  thought  fit  to  consider  a  due  construction  of  all 

4 

(a)  He  also  submitted  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  notice  of  action,  under  s.  108 
of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  84.  Upon  this  point,  however,  the  rule  was  not  granted,  the  defendant 
not  having  pleaded  not  guilty  «by  statute."  See  Ntak  v.  M'Kenzit^  1 C,  M.  &  R.  61,  2  PowL 
P.  C  702;  FMtr  v.  Thi  JTuma  Junction  RaUway  Company,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  773. 
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fte  roads  of  Agar  Town.  There  is  no  clause  of  the  act  giving  flie  de* 
fendant  the  power  he  assumed  to  have.  [Cresswell,  J.  *  Might  not  the 
surveyor  be  very  excusable  for  having  mistaken  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  powers  given  to  him  by  this  complicated  act  of  parliament  ?]  His 
mistake  has  operated  a  very  serious  injury  to  the  plaintiff:  and  the  Ian* 
guage  used  by  him  at  the  meeting  of  the  official  referees,  and  also  when 
subsequently  remonstrated  with  for  his  persecution  of  the  plaintiff*,  clearly 
(showed  that  he  was  not  solely  actuated  by  a  hon&  fide  and  honest  desire 
tp  perform  his  duty  as  surveyor.    If  he  were  acting  &<md^de,  why  did  he 

,  suffer  the  plaiQtifi*to  incur  all  the  expense  of  the  sale  before  he  gave  notice 
pf  bis  objection  ?    There  clearly  was  a  case  for  the  jury. 

The  amendment  was  properly  allowed.    It  consisted  merely  in  substi* 
tuting  (Mhe  houses"  for  repurchasers,"  and  striking  out  the  innuendo. 

.  {[Cresswell,  J.  What  authority  is  there  for  striking  out  an  innuendo  ?](a) 
The  alteration  being  made,  the  innuendo  is  insensible.  The  statute  3 &4 
W.  4,  c.  42,  8.  23,  authorizes  the  judge  to  allow  an  amendment  «« when 
any  variance  shall  appear  between  the  proof  and  the  recital  or  selting 
forth  on  the  record,  writ,  or  document  on  which  the  trial  is  proceeding, 
«04Qi  of  any  contract,  custom,  prescription,  name,  or  other  ^matter,  in 
any  particular  or  particulars  in  the  judgment  of  such  court  or  judge 
not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  by  which  the  opposite  paity 
cannot  have  been  prejudiced  in  the  conduct  of  his  action,  prosecution,  or 
defence."  It  has  been  repeatedly  laid  down,  that,  in  allowing  amend* 
jnents  under  this  statute,  the  judges  should  be  very  liberal,  as  otherwise 
the  rules  of  Hilary,  4  W.  4,  which  restrict  parties  to  one  count  or  plea, 
^puld  operate  with  undue  harshness.  (6)  In  Duckworth  v.  Harrison^  5  M« 
Vf.  427,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  463,  the  declaration,  on  an  agreement  of  reference, 
stated  that  the  costs  of  the  reference  and  of  the  award  were  to  abide  the 
£vent;  at  the  trial,  however,  it  appeared  that  the  agreement  also  provided 
for  the  costs  of  making  the  agreement  a  rule  of  court :  and  it  was  held 
that  the  variance  was  amendable,  notwithstanding  it  was  urged  that  the 
effect  might  be  to  get  rid  of  an  objection  that  had  been  raised  by  a  demurrer, 
ppon  the  judgment  on  which(c)  the  defendant  might  have  had  a  writ  of 
error.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  llie  judge  at  nisi  prius  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  demurrer :  all  he  could  deal  with  was  the  issue  that  came  before  him 
to  be  tried.  Ckesswell,  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  amendment  is 
in  a  matter  material  to  the  merits,  and  likely  to  prejudice  the  opposite 
party.]  Every  amendment  must,  in  a  certain  sense,  be  material  to  the 
snerits.  In  WhUwell  v.  Scheer,  8  Ad.  &  E.  301,  3  N.  &  P.  398,  the  court 
sustained  an  amendment  of  a  declaration  on  a  charter-party,  striking  out 

(a)  dee  the  care  of  Prvdhommt  r.  Fraser^  1  Mood.  &  Rob.  435,  where  Lord  Denman  mleJ 
^t  Mpeifluous  avennents  and  innuendos  in  a  declaiatioa  Ibr  Ubel  ought  not  to  be  Mniek 
cut,  at  itke  instance  of  the  plaintifij  at  ni«i  prius. 

(6)  See,  amongst  others,  the  dicta  of  Parke,  R,  in  Satntbury  v.  Matthnot,  4  M.  &  W.  343j 
■nd  cf  Williams,  J.,  in  Evam  v.  JTryer,  10  Ad.  &  £.  600,  2  P.  &  D.  54a 

(e)  S(ee  4  M.  &  W.  432. 
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an  express  promise  that  was  inconsistent  nnd  at  variance  with  the  contract 
declared  on,  and  substituting  a  correct  statement  of  the.  legal  eflTect.  So, 
in  Beckett  v.  Dutton,  7  M.  &  W.  157,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  865,  •the  r,g^ 
plaintiff  declared  on  a  promissory  note  for  250/.,  made  by  the 
defendant,  dated  the  9th  of  November,  1838,  payable  to  the  plaintiffs,  or 
their  order,  on  demand  ;  and  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  did  not  makd 
the  note :  the  proof  at  the  trial  was,  of  a  joint  and  several  promissory 
note  for  250i.,  made  by  the  defendant  and  his  wife,  dated  the  6th  of  No- 
vember, 1837,  payable  twelve  months  after  date  :  there  was  no  proof  of 
any  other  note  between  the  parties :  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  variance 
the  amendment  of  which  was  authorized  by  the  statute,  (a)  That  is  an 
extremely  strong  case :  it  was  in  fact  substituting  an  entirely  different 
contract.  In  Samsbury  v.  Matthews,  4  M.  &  W.  343,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  23, 
the  defendant,  in  the  month  of  June,  agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  the 
potatoes  then  growing  on  a  certain  quantity  of  land  of  the  defendant,  at 
2s.  per  sack,  the  plaintiff  to  have  them  at  digging  up  time,  (October,)  and 
to  find  diggers :  the  declaration, — which  stated  the  contract  to  be,  to 
deliver  the  potatoes  toithm  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery, — 
was  amended,  and  a  new  trial  refused.  So,  in  Evans  v.  Fryer,  10  Ad.  & 
£.609,  2  P.  &  D.  540,  in  assumpsit  on  a  wager  that  a  railroad  would  be 
completed  ybr  the  general  conveyance  of  passengers  to  A.  and  B.  within 
six  years,  the  declaration  averred  that  the  railroad  was  completed  for  the 
general  conveyance  of  passengers  to  A.  and  B.  within  six  years ;  and  that 
averment  was  tra\*ersed  by  the  plea ;  it  was  held  that  the  judge  at  nisi 
prius  was  justified  in  amending  the  record  agreeably  to  the  evidence,  by 
striking  out  the  words  ^*for  the  general  conveyance  of  passengers, ^^  in  the 
declaration  and  plea.  The  case  of  Smith  v.  Knowelden,  2  M.  &.  G.  561, 
2  Scott,  N.  R.  657,  approaches  very  closely  'to  the  present.  That  tmoa^ 
was  an  action  of  slander,  in  which  the  words  charged  to  have  been 
spoken  by  the  defendant  were,  «  S.  (the  plaintiff)  has  got  himself  into 
trouble :  he  is  out  on  bail  for  100/.,  and  be  is  to  be  tried  at  the  Old  Bailey 
on  Monday  for  buying  cocks  which  have  been  stolen  from  P.  &  Co.  by  one 
of  their  apprentices,  who  sold  them  to  a  person  named  W.,  who  again  sold 
them  to  S.'*  The  words  proved  were — "  S.  has  got  himself  into  trouble : 
be  is  out  on  bail  for  100/. ;  and  I  have  heard  he  is  to  be  tried,"  &c. ;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  variance  was  one  which  the  judge  at  nisi  prius  had 
authority  to  amend  under  this  statute.  Maule,  J.,  there  said :  « The 
object  of  the  legislature  in  conferring  upon  the  court  or  judge  this  power, 
was,  to  make  it  a  substitute  for  the  right  a  plaintiff  formerly  had,  to  put 
in  his  declaration  several  counts  varying  the  statement  of  his  complaint ; 
therefore,  to  carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  the  courts 
should  be  as  liberal  in  amendments  as  the  pleader  formerly  was  in  the 
multiplicity  of  his  counts.     With  respect  to  merits — the  real  question  was, 

(a)  And  M«  Park$  ▼.  Edge,  1  C.  &M.  429,  STyrwlLSH  per  fiom.  Pearker  y,Jde,  1  DowL 
r  C.  643;  PnUtn  v.  Seymour,  9  DowL  P.  C.  164. 
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whether  or  not  the  plaintifT  was  damnified  by  the  uttering  of  words  by  thti 
defendant,  imputing  to  him  that  he  was  out  on  bail  to  take  his  trial  on  a 
charge  of  having  received  stolen  goods.  If  we  were  to  hold  that  every 
thing  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  <  material  to  the  merits,'  vhidi 
may  have  a  tendency  to  increase  or  diminish  the  amount  of  damages,  we 
might  be  led  to  the  exclusion  of  amendments  in  very  many  cases.  The 
statute,  however,  vests  a  discretion  in  the  judge :  he  is  to  take  into  his 
consideration,  not  merely  that  which  appears  upon  the  record,  but  also  the 
facts  brought  out  at  the  trial,  and  the  conduct  of  the  parties.  It  eannot 
|>e  doubted  but  the  defendant  here  intended  to  deny  that  he  used  aoy 
words  of  the  nature  of  those  which  the  declaration  charged  him  with 
*8461    ^^'''^"S  ^s®^  •  neither  party  could  'have  expected  the  precise  word? 

to  be  called  in  question."  So,  here,  tiie  real  question  vras,  whether 
or  not  the  plaintiff  was  damnified  by  the  uttering,  by  the  defendant,  of 
words  having  a  natural  tendency  to  depreciate  the  property  offered  for 
sale,  and  to  deter  persons  present  from  bidding  for  it :  and  therefore  the 
amendment  could  not  in  any  degree  have  prejudiced  the  defendant  in  his 
defence  to  the  action.  [Maule,  J.  I  do  not  see  why  this  amendineot 
should  not  have  been  made.  In  Hemming  v.  Parry ^  6  C.  &  P.  580,  where 
the  plaintiff  declared  on  a  general  warranty  of  soundness  of  a  horse,  and 
the  proof  was  of  a  warranty  «  except  in  a  foot,"  the  real  dispute  between 
the  parties  being  whether  the  horse  was  a  roarer,  the  judge  allowed  the 
declaration  to  be  amended,  (a)]  Even  an  avowry  in  replevin  has  been 
amended.  In  Guest  v.  Eltoes^  5  Ad.  &  £.  118,  2  N.  &P.  230,  in  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  for  allowing  a  defendant  to  escape  after  he  had  been 
arrested  on  mesne  process,  it  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  an  opportunit; 
only  had  offered  itself  of  making  the  arrest,  but  that  the  sheriff  had  not 
availed  himself  of  it  by  arresting  the  party :  the  judge,  on  an  application 
'^8471     ^^^  leave  to  amend  the  declaration,  directed  *ihe  jury  to  find  the 

facts  specially,  reserving  the  question  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
amend,  for  the  opinion  of  the  court ;  and  the  court,  holding  that  the  va- 
riance was  immaterial  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  that  the  mis*statemeat 
could  not  have  prejudiced  the  defendant  in  the  conduct  of  his  defence) 
gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  pu^ 
suant  to  the  twenty-fourth  section  of  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42. 

Channell  and  ByleSj  Seijts.,  and  BadeUy^  in  support  of  the  rule.   In 
order  to  sustain  this  action,  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  pxoTe 

(a)  And  see  Mcaik  ▼.  Dtmham,  1  M.  &  Rob.  443.  That  was  an  action  for  a  firaudulent  mis- 
representation that  a  certain  horse  was  "  sound,  and  a  good  worker ;"  the  proof  was,  tliat  the 
defendant  said  he  warranted  the  horse  *^tound  in  the  vrind:'^  and  Alderson,  BL,  said,  'The 
variance  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  is  not  material  to  the  naerits.  The  merits  are,  wbeibet 
or  no  the  defeudant  made  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation.  It  is  proved  that  he  did;  aol* 
though  the  terms  of  the  misrepresentation  are  not  quite  accurately  stated  in  the  deciaistKA 
it  is  clear  that  the  defendant  cannot  have  been  misled  by  the  statement  If  he  had  been,  I 
would  not  amend.  But  ho  oomes  here  to  defend  himself  from  the  charge  of  having  mtdfi  t 
fraudulent  misrepresentation  on  the  occasion  of  this  sale ;  and,  whether  he  repiesented  tbs 
horse  to  be  wholly  sound,  or  merely  sound  in  the  wind,  makes  no  difference  in  the  inehti.' 
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actual  malice :  Hargrave  y.  Le  Breton^  4  Burr.  2422 ;  PUi  r,  Donovajij 
1  M.  &  S.  6.39 ;  Smith  v.  Spoaner,  3  Taunt.  246 ;  Toogood  v.  Spyring, 
1  C,  M.  &  R.  181,  4  Tyrwh.  582 ;  Malachi  v.  Sloper,  3  N.  C.  371, 
3  Scott,  723.  In  this  the  evidence  clearly  failed.  The  conduct  of  the 
defendant  had  reference  solely  to  his  official  character,  and  evinced 
nothing  more  than  a  desire  properly  to  discharge  the  onerous  and  com- 
plicated duties  which  the  act  imposes  upon  him.  All  he  meant  was, 
that,  until  the  roads  were  made  as  he  conceived  the  act  required  that  they 
should  be,  he  would  withhold  his  official  sanction  to  the  houses  being 
considered  finished.  And  it  is  not  by  any  means  surprising  that  he 
should  mistake  the  nature  and  extent  of  his  duties,  seeing  that  the  legis- 
lature has  already  found  it  necessary  to  explain  and  amend  this  statute,(a) 
and  that  the  learned  Judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  himself  hesitated  to 
put  a  construction  upon  it.  In  2  Starkie  on  Evidence,  630, 631 ,  3d  edit., 
the  rule  is  thus  laid  down : — «  Where  it  appears  that  the  words  were  spoken, 
or  libel  published,  on  an  occasion,  and  under  circumstances,  which  the  law 
regards  as  privileged,  that  *is,  as  it  seems,  where  they  were  spoken  rcoxo 
or  published  in  the  bond  fide  discharge  of  some  legal  or  moral 
duty  to  society,  or  even  in  the  fair  and  honest  prosecution  of  the  rights 
of  the  party  himself,  or  the  protection  of  his  interests,  the  plaintiff  will 
fail,  unless  he  can  establish  the  malicious  intention,  by  means  of  the 
words  or  libel,  or  by  sufficient  extrinsic  evidence,  and  show  that  the  de- 
fendant used  the  occasion  as  a  mere  colour  and  pretext  for  venting  his 
malice.  In  some  instances,  indeed,  where  the  publication  occurs  in  the 
performance  of  a  legal  duty,  which  the  defendant  is  bound  to  perform, 
the  occasion  of  publication  is  not  merely  evidence  to  rebut  the  inference 
of  malice,  but  is  an  absolute  bar  to  the  action ;  as,  where  the  party  was 
acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  judge,  or  witness,  or  party  in  the  cause.  And 
in  such  cases  the  malice  of  the  party  is  immaterial.  In  other  cases, 
where  the  publication  arises  in  the  course  of  discharging  any  duty,  the 
performance  of  which  is  required  by  the  ordinary  exigencies  of  society, 
although  the  party  was  under  no  absolute  legal  obligation  to  perform  it, 
the  occasion  operates  in  the  nature  of  evidence,  and  supplies  a  primd 
fade  justification. "(^)  Whether  the  obligation  is  imposed  by  the  com 
mon  law  or  by  statute,  can  make  no  difference  in  principle.  To  rendei 
the  defendant  liable,  there  must  be  clear  and  unequivocal  proof  of  actual 
malice. 

The  amendment  made  at  the  trial  was  altogether  unwarranted  by  the 

statute :  it  was  clearly  in  a  matter  material  to  the  merits,  and  likely  to 

prejudice  the  defendant  in  his  defence  to  the  action.     It  is  true  that  an 

amendment  was  allowed  in  slander,  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Knowelden: 

ut  there  the  amendment  was  not  in  a  matter  that  could,  in  any  sense, 

(a)  By  the  0  &  10  Vict  c.  5. 

(6)  See  Coxhead  v.  Richards,  ante,  VoL  II.  p.  569;  Blaekham  ▼.  Pugk,  lb.  611;  Bennelt  w 
Jkaton^  lb.  628. 
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ip^gi    be  material  to  the  merits ;  *the  words  were  actionable  fer  te. 

In  a  case  of  this  sort,  the  slightest  alteration  in  the  words  ma/ 
be  most  material:  and  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  last  referred  to,(a) 
observes  that  it  is  diffictdt  to  give  a  precise  meaning  to  the  words  « merits 
of  the  case,"  when  applied  to  an  action  of  slander.  At  all  events,  tbe 
amendment  can  only  have  reference  to  the  words  proved.  There  can  be 
no  amendment  to  interfere  with  the  innuendos ;  for,  there  is  nothing  by 
which  thej  can  be  amended;  which  Aldersov,  B.,  in  Wood  v.  Ihmtan^ 
7  Dowl.  P.  C.  91,  seems  to  have  thought  an  essential  condition.  Upcm 
this  subject,  it  is  laid  down  in  1  Chitty  on  Pleading,  407,  «« whenever  an 
inducement,  or  prefatory  statement  of  some  extrinsic  fact,  to  which  the 
libel  or  words  referred,  is  essential,  the  omission  is  fatal ;  and  there  must 
also  be  an  innuendo  expressly  referring  to  such  inducement.'^  [Wil- 
liams, J.  The  innuendo  is  not  material,  if  the  colloquium  be  sufficieotlj 
explanatory.  Here,  the  colloquium  states  the  words  to  have  been  spoken 
of  and  concerning  tbe  plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  the  said  houses.] 
An  amendment  is  not  allowed  where  it  will  affect  the  defendant's  right  to 
move  in  arrest  of  judgment.  (6)  [Maule,  J.  Is  every  ground  of  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case  ?]  PrimAfadi 
it  must  be  so  assumed.  Where  the  whole  is  one  conversation,  and  all  is 
material  to  make  up  the  charge,  tbe  whole  must  be  proved:  Fhwerr. 
Pedley,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  491.  To  try  it  by  the  test  of  pleading— suppose 
the  defendant,  professing  to  justify  the  whole  charge,  omitted  to  justify 
this  particular  part,  his  plea  would  clearly  be  demurrable:  Ingram  t* 
Lawson,  5  N.  C.  66,  6  Scott,  776  ;  Cooper  v.  Lawson,  8  Ad.  k  E.  746, 
*8501     1  P-  ^  I^-  !&•     *I»  ^^^  V-  Preece^  5  Q.  B.  440,  to  an  action  on 

a  promissory  note,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  holder  accepted 
another  note,  with  an  additional  party,  in  satisfaction  of  the  first.  It 
appeared  in  evidence  that  this  other  note  had  been  g^ven  and  accepted  in 
satisfaction,  not  of  the  note  declared  on,  but  of  an  intermediate  note 
which  had  been  given,  without  the  additional  party,  in  satisfaction  of  the 
note  declared  on :  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  variance,  and  that  the 
judge  at  nisi  prius  had  no  power  to  amend  the  plea  by  substituting  a  de- 
scription of  the  intermediate  note.  In  Boucher  v.  Murray^  6  Q.  B.  362, 
a  declaration  on  a  guarantee  stated,  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plain- 
tiff"  would  make  adotmces  of  money  by  way  of  loan,  to  B.,  the  defendant 
promised  to  repay  ibe  pUdntijff'' sxich  sums  as  he  should  so  advance^  if  B. 
should  make  default ;  breach,  that  B.  made  default,  and  that  the  defendant 
did  not  pay  the  plaintiff^.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  make  the  said  advances  to  B.,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.  Issue  there- 
on. The  judge  at  the  trial  ordered  the  declaration  and  plea  to  be 
amended  under  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  by  stating  in  the 
count,  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff"  would  procure  the  British' 

(a)  2  M.  &  G.  561. 

h)  Per  Lord  Beimiaii,  C.  J^  and  Patteson,  J^  in  Jtkmnn  v.  Jtakigk,  3  Q.  R  79l 
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dnd-<^ustralian  Banky  in  which  the  fUAntiff'  was  a  partner ^  to  make  ad« 
vances,  &c.,  to  B.,  defendant  promised  the  plaintiiTto  repay  the  said  bank 
such  sums  as  the  plaintifT  should  so  cause  to  be  advanced^  &c.,  and,  in  the 
plea,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not;>rorure  the  said  bank  to  make  the  said  ad- 
vances. And  the  court  held  that  such  amendment  was  not  warranted  hy 
the  statute.  In  Gurford  v.  Bayley^  3  M.  k  G.  781,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  398, 
where  the  promise  declared  on  was,  that  the  defendant  should  lay  out  a 
sum  of  money  in  the  purchase  of  a  government  anntdttfj  and  the  proof 
*was,  that  it  was  intrusted  to  him  to  be  invested  in  a  government  r*o5r 
security^  the  variance  was  held  to  be  amendable  by  the  judge 
at  nisi  prius;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  observing  that  «  whatever  would  be  available 
to  the  defendant  as  a  defence  under  the  declaration  as  it  originally  stood, 
would  be  equally  so  after  the  alteration  was  made."  In  Guest  v.  Elwes^ 
the  judge  refused  to  allow  the  amendment ;  and  the  alteration  was  after- 
wards made  under  the  special  finding  of  the  jury  pursuant  to  s.  24,  the 
distinction  between  which  and  the  amendment  at  nisi  prius  under  s.  23, 
is  pointed  out  by  Lord  Denhax  in  the  course  of  the  afgument.  The 
principle  of  that  decision  is  wholly  inapplicable  here ;  for,  it  is  extremely 
difficult  in  many  cases  to  ascertain  whether  that  which  has  taken  place 
amounts  to  an  escape  or  not.  The  amendments  allowed  in  Duckworth  v. 
Harrison^  Beckett  v.  Button^  and  Evans  v.  Fryer^  did  not  in  any  degree 
affect  the  merits  of  the  question  the  parties  went  down  to  try.  The 
evident  inclination  of  the  courts  latterly  has  been  rather  to  restrict  than 
to  extend  the  doctrine  of  amendments.  Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Wilde:,  C.  J.  The  rule  in  this  case  prays  that  a  nonsuit  may  be  entered 
or  a  new  trial  granted.  At  the  trial  before  my  brother  Coltman,  certain 
objections  were  taken,  which,  if  well  founded,  entitled  the  defendant  to  a 
nonsuit.  Leave  was  accordingly  reserved  to  him  to  move  that  a  nonsuit 
might  be  entered ;  and,  though  some  doubt  has  been  entertained  as  to  the 
precise  grounds  upon  which  such  leave  was  reserved,  it  appears  to  us  that 
it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  co-extensive  with  the  objections  that  pro- 
perly went  to  a  nonsuit. 

The  action  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action  for  slander  of  title.  The  de- 
claration alleges  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  an  unexpired  term  in 
certain  unfinished  houses  ^situate  in  a  place  called  Agar  Town,  r«op^9 
wherein  divers  roads  were  then  marked  out  and  unfinished ;  that 
the  place  in  question  was  part  of  n  certain  district  for  the  administration, 
and  within  the  operation,  of  the  building  act,  7  &8  Vict.  c.  84;  that  the 
said  houses  were  approached  by,  and  adjoined  to,  a  certain  roadway  of  the 
width,  quality,  and  description  required  by  the  act ;  that  the  plaintiff  was 
desirous  of  selling  his  interest  in  the  houses  by  public  auction,  and  had 
accordingly  advertised  and  put  up  and  exposed  the  same  to  sale ;  and 
that  the  defendant,  who  filled  the  office  of  surveyor  for  the  district  within 
which  the  houses  were  situate,  contriving,  and  falsely  and  maliciously 
intending,  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  to  cause  and  induce  the  persons 
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attending  the  sale  to  believe  and  apprehend  that  there  was  no  such  road* 
way  to  one  of  the  fronts  of  the  said  houses  as  required  by  the  act,  and  to 
interrupt  the  sale,  and  to  hinder  and  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  selliDg  or 
disposing  of  his  said  estate  or  interest  in  the  same,  and  to  cause  the  plaio- 
tifi*  to  lose  and  be  deprived  of  divers  great  gains  which  he  might,  and 
otherwise  would,  have  reaped  and  derived  from  the  said  sale,  and  to  lose 
and  be  deprived  of  the  expenses  attending  the  said  exposure  to  sale,  &c., 
and  to  cause  the  said  estate  to  be  sold  for  a  much  smaller  price  than  the 
said  houses  otherwise,  but  for  the  committing  the  grievances  thereinafter 
mentioned,  would  have  realized  and  produced,  and  to  vex,  harass,  and 
oppress  the  plaintifl*,  wrongfully j  injuriously^  falsely^  and  maliciously^  and 
without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  and  under  colour  of  his  said 
office,  and  under  the  false  and  malicious  pretence  of  executing  the  same, 
attended,  and  was  present  at,  and  upon,  such  exposure  to  sale  of  his  said 
estate  and  interest  in  the  said  houses,  and  then,  upon  such  exposure  to 
sale,  and  before  the  said  estate  and  interest  had  been  put  up  for  sale,  falsely 
*8531     ^"^  maliciously,  under  colour  and  pretence  of  executing  his  ""said 

office,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  liege  subjects  present 
and  attending  the  said  sale  for  the  purpose  of  bidding  for  and  purchasing 
the  said  houses,  spoke  and  published  certain  words,  to  the  effect  that  he 
had  authority,  as  such  district  surveyor,  to  prevent  the  houses  from  being 
finished  until  the  roads  in  Agar  Town  were  made  pursuant  to  the  act.  The 
defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  a  justification  as  to  a  portion  of  the 
words,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  not  such  roadway  to  one  of  the  fronts 
of  the  said  houses,  of  the  width,  quality,  and  description  required  by  the 
act.  At  the  trial,  witnesses  were  called,  who  proved  that  the  houses  were 
put  up  for  sale ;  that  the  defendant  had,  before  the  day  of  sale,  told  certain 
persons  that  he  would  attend  for  the  purpose  of  warning  buyers  that  they 
must  purchase  subject  to  the  inconveniences  that  resulted  from  the  non« 
completion  of  the  roads ;  and  that  the  defendant  accordingly  did  attend 
the  sale,  and  there  used  expressions  to  the  effect  that  he  had  power  to 
prevent  the  houses  from  being  finished  or  occupied,  until  the  roads  were 
completed.  It  appearing  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  evidence 
given  and  the  words  set  out  in  the  declaration,  the  plaintiff  asked  leave  to 
amend  the  statement.  The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  he  had 
power,  under  the  statute,  to  allow  the  amendment :  and,  he  accordingly 
did  so,  by  substituting  for  the  words  in  Ualic  in  the  first  count,  the  words 
<(  the  houses," — reserving  it  to  the  court  to  say,  whether  or  not  the  amend- 
ment was  one  that  was  authorized  by  the  statute ;  and  the  cause  proceeded 
upon  the  footing  of  the  record  having  been  so  amended. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  this  case  that  we  should  enter  upon 
the  discussion  of  this  point.  But,  at  the  same  time,  having  considered 
the  matter,  it  may  be  convenient  to  state  my  view  of  it.  In  order  to 
*f^^4.1     A^^^^'^  whether  the  variance  between  the  record  and  the  'evidence 

is  within  the  statute  which  gives  the  judge  at  nisi  prius  power  to 
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amend,  it  is  requisite,  in  each  case,  to  look  at  the  facts  offered  in  evidencef 
and  at  the  matter  that  is  sought  to  be  amended,  in  order  to  see  whether 
or  not  the  proposed  amendment  will  affect  the  merits  of  the  case,  or  pre* 
judice  the  opposite  party  in  the  conduct  of  the  action  or  defence.  In  one 
sense,  every  amendment  by  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  avoid  a  nonsuit, 
is  material :  but  it  is  not  always  so  in  the  sense  intended  by  the  legisla- 
ture.  The  judge  must,  in  each  case,  determine,  whether,  regard  being 
had  to  the  state  of  the  record  and  the  evidence  adduced  before  him,  jus* 
tice  is  likely  to  be  advanced  or  defeated  by  the  amendment  proposed ; 
justice  being  that  the  cause  should  go  to  the  jury  freed  from  all  technical 
objections.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  amendment  in  the  statement  of  the 
words  charged,  might  properly  be  made,  provided  such  amendment  did 
not  affect  the  substantial  merits  to  be  tried.  The  substantial  question  here 
was,  whether  the  defendant  used  words  asserting  power  in  himself  to  con- 
trol and  prevent  the  completion  of  the  plaintiff's  houses  until  the  roads  in 
Agar  Town  should  have  been  made ;  or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff's title  to  sell  the  houses  was  subject  to  the  infirmity  suggested.  The 
gravamen  was,  the  slander  of  the  plaintiff's  title.  It  was  necessary  that 
the  slander  should  be  set  out.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  words,  as  originally 
laid,  did  in  fact  assert  that  the  defendant  had,  as  district  surveyor,  power 
to  prevent  the  completion  of  the  houses,  for  the  reason  alleged ;  and  that 
the  amendment  only  introduced,  in  other  words,  an  assertion  to  the  same 
effect ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  alteration  proposed  was  in  a  particular  not 
material  to  the  merits — the  substantial  question  the  parties  went  down  to 
try.  The  defendant  could  not  have  offered  any  defence  as  to  one  set  of 
words,  which  would  not  have  been  equally  an  answer  to  the  other  set. 
The  amendment,  ^therefore,  in  my  judgment,  was  one  which  it  r*Q55 
was  competent  to  the  judge  to  order  to  be  made. 

Looking  at  the  record  in  its  amended  shape,  the  next  question  is,  whe- 
ther there  was  evidence  that  was  proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  to 
show  that  the  defendant  had  acted  maliciously.  It  seems  to  have  been 
admitted, — and,  indeed,  it  could  not  well  have  been  denied, — that  proof 
of  acitial  malice  was  requisite  to  sustain  the  action.  The  declaration  is 
framed  with  reference  to  that  view  of  the  law.  On  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant it  has  been  insisted,  that,  not  only  was  there  no  evidence  that  would 
warrant  the  jury  in  inferring  actual  malice,  but  that  there  was  none  that 
the  judge  was  warranted  in  submitting  to  them.  In  determining  this 
question,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  situation  of  the  defendant.  He  was 
not  a  mere  volunteer,  impertinently  and  intrusively  interfering  with  another 
man's  concerns,  having  no  duty  or  obligation  of  any  sort  imposed  upon 
him.  He  was  a  surveyor  appointed  under  an  act  of  parliament  to  perform 
duties  of  a  very  important  character, — to  see  that  all  persons  employed  in 
constructing  buildings  in  the  district  for  which  he  acted,  duly  conformed 
to  the  provisions  of  the  act.  In  considering  this  point,  it  will  be  neces- 
sary to  refer  to  several  parts  of  the  statute     It  is  intituled  « An  act  for 
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vegulating  the  construction  and  the  use  of  buildings  in  the  metxx>polis  and 
its  neighbourhood.''  The  preamble  recites,  amongst  other  things,  that, 
'(forasmuch  as  in  many  parts  of  the  metropolis,  and  the  neighbourhood 
thereof,  the  drainage  of  the  houses  is  so  imperfect  as  to  endanger  the 
health  of  the  inhabitants, — it  is  expedient  to  make  provision  for  facilitating 
and  promoting  the  improvement  of  such  drainage  ;*'  that,  <*  forasmuch  as 
by  reason  of  the  narrowness  of  streets^  lanes,  alleys,  and  the  want  of  a 
thoroughfare  in  many  places,  the  due  ventilation  of  crowded  neighbour- 
*S^1     ^^^^^  ^^  o^en  impeded,  *and  the  health  of  the  inhabitants  thereby 

endangered,  and,  from  the  close  contiguity  of  the  opposite  houses, 
the  rtSiTbf  accident  by  fire  is  extended, — it  is  expedient  to  make  provision 
with  regHfd  to  the  streets  and  other  ways  of  the  metropolis,  for  securing 
a  sufficient  width  thereof;"  and  that  <<  forasmuch  as  great  diversity  of 
practice  has  obtained  among  the  officers  appointed  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  acts  (a)  to  ^perintend  the  execution  thereof  in  the  several  districts  to 
which  such  acts  apply,  and  the  means  at  present  provided  for  determin- 
ing the  numerous  matters  in  question  which  constantly  arise,  tend  to  pro- 
mote such  diversity,  to  increase  the  expense,  and  to  retard  the  operations 
of  persons  engaged  in  building,— ^it  is  expedient  to  make  further  provision 
for  regulating  the  office  of  surveyor  of  such  several  districts,  and  to  pro- 
vide for  the  appointment  of  officers  to  superintend  the  execution  of  this 
act  throughout  all  the  districts  to  which  it  is  to  apply,  and  also  to  deter- 
mine sundry  matters  in  question  incident  thereto,  as  well  as  to  exercise, 
in  certain  cases,  and  under  certain  checks  and  control,  a  discretion  in  the 
relaxation  of  the  fixed  rules,  where  the  strict  observance  thereof  is  im- 
practicable, or  would  defeat  the  object  of  this  act,  or  would  needlessly 
affect  with  injury  the  course  and  operation  of  this  branch  of  business." 
The  first  section  then  provides  that  the  act  shall  come  into  operation,  as  io 
the  districts  and  the  officers  to  be  appointed  in  pursuance  thereof,  on  the 
1st  of  September,  1844,  and  as  to  the  buildings,  streets,  and  other  mat- 
ters, on  the  1st  of  January,  1845.  The  second  section  gives  a  definition 
or  statement  of  the  sense  in  which  certain  terms  and  expressions  used  in 
the  act  are  to  be  understood;  amongst  others,  the  word  ^^streeV^  is  to 
include  "every  square,  circus,  crescent,  street,  roady  place,  row,  mews, 
mQr"J^     *lane,  or  place  along  which  carriages  can  pass,  or  are  intended  to 

passy  and  that  whether  there  be  or  be  not,  in  addition  to  the  car- 
riage-way, a  foot- way,  paved  or  otherwise  ;"  the  words  ^^  already  hwU^ 
used  in  reference  to  buildings,  are  to  apply  to  « buildings  built  before  the 
ist  of  January,  1845,  or  commenced  before  that  day,  and  covered  in  and 
rendered  fit  for  use  within  twelve  months  thereafter,"  and,  used  in  refer- 
ence to  streets,  and  alleys,  to  «all  streets  or  alleys  made  or  laid  out  before 
that  day,  and  which  shall  be  formed  and  rendered  fit  for  use  within  twelve 
months  thereafter ;"  and  the  words  <(  hereafter  to  be  built,"  used  in  refer- 

(a)  i.  c  the  •latates  wboUy  or  in  part  repealed  by  that  act,  viz,  the  14  6.  3,  e.  7S,  90  6.  3 
e.  75,  and  3  &  4  Yiot  o.  85. 
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eace  to  buildings,  are  to  apply  to  «  all  buildings  to  be  built  or  commenced 

after  the  1st  of  January,  1845,  or  which,  being  commenced,  shall  not  be 

covered  in  within  twelve  months  thereafter,"  and,  used  in  reference  to 

streets  aad  alleys,  to  <«  all  streets  or  alleys  not  laid  out  before  the  said  1st 

of  January,  or  which,  being  laid  out,  shall  not  be  rendered  fit  for  use 

within  twelve  months  thereafter."    It  is  within  the  latter  description  that 

the  property  now  in  question  falls,  neither  the  houses  nor  the  road  having 

been  completed  within  the  prescribed  period.     The  eighteenth  section,  for 

the  purpose  of  more  efiectually  enforcing  the  observance  of  the  provisions 

of  the  act,  enacts,  «  with  regard  to  any  buildings,  drains,  &c.,  which  shall 

be  hereafter  built,  rebuilt,  enlarged,  or  altered  within  the  limits  of  this  act, 

contrary  to  the  provisions  hereof,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  removal  thereof, 

^-tbat,  if  the  same  be  not  built,  rebuilt,  enlarged,  or  altered  in  the  manner 

and  of  the  materials,  and  in  every  other  respect  according  to,  and  in  con* 

formity  with,  the  several  rules  and  directions  which  are  in  this  act  parti« 

eulariy  specified,  and  if  any  person  build  or  begin  to  build,  &c.,  or  alter, 

&c.,  or  use  or  cause  to  be  used,  any  part  of  any  ground  or  building,  pro-t 

jection,  drain,  or  other  *thing,  contrary  thereunto ;  and  if  in  either     P050 

of  such  cases  it  so  appear  by  the  certificate  of  the  official  referees,     '' 

then  the  said  building,  projection,  drain,  or  other  thing,  or  such  part  thereof 

so  irregularly  built  or  begun  to  be  built,  or  so  irregularly  altered  or  begun 

to  be  altered,  or  so  used,  shall  be  deemed  a  nuisance;  and  thereupon  it 

shall  be  the  duty  of  the  surveyor,  and  he  is  hereby  directed,  to  summon  the 

builder  before  any  two  justices  of  the  peace :"  and  the  clause  goes  on  to 

provide  tor  the  mode  of  proceeding,  and  the  removal  of  buildings,  &c.,  so 

declared  nuisances.     By  section  52,  for  the  purpose  of  making  provision 

concerning  streets  and  other  ways  of  the  metropolis,  it  is  enacted,  <<wUh 

regard  to  such  streets  and  other  ways  hereafter  formed,  so  far  as  relates  to 

securing  a  sufficient  width  thereof,  that,  from  the  passing  of  this  act,  all 

the  conditions,  regulations,  and  directions  contained  in  the  schedule  (I.) 

to  this  act  annexed,  shall  be  duly  observed  and  performed ;  and  that,  if 

any  person  offend  in  respect  thereof,  he  shall  be  liable  to  all  the  penalties 

and  forfeitures  by  this  act  imposed  in  respect  of  any  buildings  either  built 

contrary  thereto,  (a)  or  without  due  notice  to  the  surveyor  appointed  in 

pursuance  of  this  act  to  inspect  such  buildings." (fr)    By  the  schedule 

which  is  here  referred  to,  *«  every  street  (excepting  any  mews)  must  be 

of  the  width  of  forty  feet  at  least;  but,  if  the  buildings  fronting  any  street 

be  more  than  forty  feet  high  from  the  level  of  the  street,  then  such  street 

must  be  of  a  width  equal  at  the  least  to  the  height  of  the  buildings  above 

such  level."     And  in  schedule  (K.)  is  the  following  provision  with  regard 

to  buildings  of  the  first  class  :-^u  Every  such  building  must  be  built  with 

some  roadway f  either  to  it  or  to  the  enclosure  about  it,  of  such  width 

Bs  will  admit,  to  *one  of  its  fronts,  of  the  access  of  a  scavenger's     r«o^o 

•iart,  of  the  ordinary  size  of  such  carts."     What  is  meant   by     ^ 

(a)  See  section  IS.  (b)  See  section  13. 
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«  roadway"  here, — whether  it  means  a  road  properly  formed  and  capable 
of  being  used  as  such,  or  whether  this  provision  would  be  complied  with 
by  building  on  the  edge  of  a  ploughed  field, — may  be  matter  of  doabtfbl 
speculation.     The  68th  section,  which  professes  to  enumerate  the  functions 
and  duties  of  the  surveyor,  requires  him  <<to  see  that  all  the  rules  and 
directions  of  the  act  are  well  and  truly  observed  in  and  throughout  his 
district."    By  section  71  he  is  required  to  make  a  solemn  declaration  of 
oflScial  fidelity,  before  entering  upon  the  duties  of  his  office.     The  seventy* 
seventh  section,  which  regulates  the  surveyor's  fees,  provides,  that,  «if 
the  work  in  respect  of  which  such  fee  shall  become  payable,  have  not  been 
done  in  every  respect  agreeably  to  the  directions  of  this  act,  then  it  shall 
not  be  lawful  for  any  surveyor  to  receive  duch  fee.    By  receiving  his  fee, 
therefore,  the  surveyor  in  effect  certifies  that  in  his  judgment  the  building} 
are  completed  in  conformity  with  the  act.    Section  79  imposes  penalties 
on  the  surveyor,  if  he  shall  be  guilty  of  extortion,  or  «if  at  any  time  he 
wilfully  neglect  his  duty,  or  behave  himself  negligently  or  unfaithfully  in 
the  discharge  thereof."    Under  this  provision,  the  surveyor  would  un- 
doubtedly be  liable  to  a  penalty  for  suffering  any  houses  in  his  district  to 
be  built  otherwise  than  in  conformity  with  the  act.    Sections  -80,  81  and 
82,  respectively  relate  to  the  appointment  of  the  official  referees,  their  fuoc* 
tions,  and  the  course  of  proceeding  to  put  them  in  motion.     The  108th 
section,  which  regulates  actions  against  persons  acting  under  the  act,  eon- 
tains  words  not  usually  found  in  acts  of  parliament :  it  begins — «and  for 
regulating  proceedings  against  persons  acting  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  be 
*8601    ^^  enacted,  with  regard  to  any  actio(i  or  suit  against  any  person  in 
^respect  of  any  act  or  thing  done  or  intended  to  be  done  in  pur- 
suance of  this  act,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  limitation  thereof,  and  to  the 
notification  thereof  to  the  offending  party,  and  to  the  venue  thereof,  and  to 
the  pleadings  therein,  and  to  the  evidence  of  the  matters  thereof,  and  to 
the  verdict  therein,  and  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  thereon,  and  to  the 
costs  of  such  action,  and  to  the  recovery  of  such  costs," — and  then  it  goes 
on  to  provide  that  no  such  action  shall  be  brought  after  the  expiration  of 
six  months  next  after  the  fact  committed,  that  the  defendant  shall  have 
twenty-one  days'  notice  of  action,  that  the  venue  shall  be  laid  in  London 
or  Middlesex,  and  that  the  defendant  may  plead  the  general  issue,  and 
give  the  act,  and  the  special  matter,  in  evidence. 

It  appears  that  the  defendant,  in  his  capacity  of  surveyor  under  this 
act,  insisted  that  the  houses  in  course  of  building  by  the  plaintiff,  were 
not  constructed  in  conformity  with  the  act,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no 
finished  roadway  of  the  width  required  by  schedule  (K),  and  asserted  that 
he  had  power  under  the  statute  to  stop  the  completion  of  the  buildings 
until  such  roadway  was  properly  constructed.  The  learned  judge  was 
of  opinion  that  the  mere  leaving  a  space  of  the  required  width  was  not  a 
due  compliance  with  that  provision,  but  that  there  must  be  a  formed  road. 
Whether  this  be  or  be  not  the  true  constructioni  it  is  not  necessary  to  de« 
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termine.  The  charge  against  the  defendant  is,  that  he  asserted  a  right  to 
prevent  the  completion  of  the  buildings.  In  cases  of  this  sort,  there  is 
always  much  danger  of  mistake  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  called  to 
prove  the  words  spoken.  Here,  there  was  some  discrepancy  in  the  evi- 
dence of  the  three  witnesses  who  were  examined :  but,  looking  at  the 
whole  of  it,  I  incline  to  think  the  defendant  must  be  taken  to  have  meant 
this — that,  inasmuch  as  the  houses  were  subject  *to  inspection,  r«ogi 
and  could  not  be  considered  completely  finished  unless  so  certi- 
fied by  him  as  district  surveyor,  he  would  not,  by  receiving  his  fee,  allow 
or  admit  that  they  were  completed,  until  a  proper  roadway  was  made 
thereto  in  conformity  with  the  act.  Even  assuming  that  he  meant  to  as- 
sert a  ri^it  to  stay  the  actual  progress  of  the  builder, — and  some  of  the 
expressions  used  by  him  seem  to  be  consistent  with  that  view, — still  the 
question  is,  whether  there  was  any  thing  in  it  that  could  properly  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  as  evidence  of  malice ;  whether  the  defendant  was  ac- 
tuated by  a  malicious  intention  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and  was  not  acting 
under  a  mere  misconception  of  the  power  and  authority  vested  in  him  by 
the  statute. 

One  of  the  leading  authorities  upon  this  subject,  and  one  that  has  never 
been  upon  any  occasion  impugned,  is  the  case  of  Pitt  v.  Donovan,    That 
was  an  action  for  slander  of  title,  conveyed  in  a  letter  to  a  person  about 
to  purchase  an  estate  of  the  plaintiflf,  imputing  insanity  to  Y.,  from  whom 
the  plaintiff  purchased  it,  and  stating  that  the  title  would  therefore  be 
disputed,  per  quod  the  proposed  purchaser  refused  to  complete.    It  ap- 
peared at  the  trial  that  the  defendant  was  a  trustee  under  the  marriage 
setdem^t  of  Y.,  and  had  married  her  sister;  that,  under  the  marriage 
settlement,  a  term  of  years  in  the  estate  in  question  was  vested  in  the 
defendant  as  trustee  for  securing  to  Mrs.  Y.  her  jointure ;  and  that  the 
defendant's  wife  was  heir-at-law  to  her  brother  Y.  in  the  event  of  his 
dying  without  issue.    After  a  lengthened  inquiry  into  the  sanity  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  his  competency  to  execute  a  conveyance,  Graham,  B.,  left 
the  question  to  the  jury  upon  the  evidence,  statidg  to  them,  in  the  course 
of  his  summing  up,  «<  that,  in  order  to  maintain  the  action,  some  malice 
must  be  fixed  on  the  defendant,  that  is,  the  act  must  be  injurious,  and 
proceeding  from  an  improper  motive ;  *that,  if  the  evidence  satis-     r^ogo 
fied  them  as  men  of  good  sense  and  good  understanding,  that  Mr.     *' 
Y.  was  insane,  or  if  the  defendant  entertained  a  persuasion  that  he  was 
insane,  upon  such  grounds  as  would  have  persuaded  a  man  of  sound 
sense  and  knowledge  of  business,  then  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to 
&  verdict."     A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff.  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  in  making  absolute  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection,  says:  ul  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  point  which  was 
peculiarly  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and  on  the  event  of  which 
this  case  ought  to  depend,  was  not  left  to  them  correctly,  and  that  it 
Pught,  thereforCi  to  be  presented  to  the  consideration  of  another  jury;  and 
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that  point  is,  whether  the  defendant  made  the  statement  bondjidej  and 
under  an  honest  impression  of  its  being  the  truth,  or  whether  he  made  it 
maliciously,  and  for  the  purpose  of  slandering  the  title  of  the  person  that 
was  about  to  convey  his  estate.  The  learned  judge  has  given  us  the 
terms  in  which  he  left  the  case  to  them— (that  they  were  to  consider  the 
question,  and  to  judge  on  the  whole  of  the  evidence.'  No  doubt  of  that* 
(That  the  gist  of  the  action  was  malice.'  Undoubtedly  it  was  so.  «Not 
malice  in  the  worst  sense:  but  it  was  enough  that  the  act  done  was 
wrongful,  and  done  under  circumstances  that  marked  an  intention  to  do 
an  injury:  and  that  would  depend  not  on  the  circumstance  whether  he 
believed  it  to  be  true,  but  whether  his  belief  was  such  as  a  man  of  sound 
mind,  or  a  man  of  sense  and  knowledge  of  business,  would  have  formed.' 
Now,  that  is  what  he  was  not  justified  in  saying ;  for,  with  reference  to 
the  competency  or  incompetency  of  Mr.  Y.,  certainly  the  question  in  this 
cause  does  not  depend  on  that;  (a)  for,  if  what  the  defendant  has  written 
*8631     ^   ^^^^   untrue,  but   ^nevertheless  he  believed  it,  if  he  %oa$ 

acting  under  the  most  vicious  of  judgments,  yet,  if  he  exercised  that 
judgment  horUlfide^  it  will  be  a  justification  to  him  in  this  case.  Whether 
his  belief  be  such  as  a  man  of  sound  sense  and  knowledge  of  business 
would  have  formed,  is  not  the  question ;  the  opinion  which  a  rational 
m^  would  have  formed  on  such  a  subject  might  be  that  Mr.  Y.  was  com- 
petent ;  but  that  the  jury  must  arrive  at  their  conclusion  in  this  case 
through  the  medium  of  malice  or  no  malice  in  the  defendant."  His  lord* 
ship  afterwards  adds :  (« I  am  aware  that  there  are  many  things  repre- 
hensible in  the  letters,  but  they  are  no  slander  of  the  title,  if  the  defendant 
believed  them.  They  contain  disrespectful  and  improper  passages,  such 
as  may  perhaps  be  libellous  on  the  person  of  the  party  whom  they  con* 
cem ;  but  they  are  rather  a  confimmtion  of  his  belief  that  there  was  an 
objection  existing  against  the  man,  on  the  ground  of  his  incompetency  to 
do  the  act,  and  that  it  was  proper  to  make  it  to  the  person  with  whom  he 
w^as  corresponding.  I  should  be  very  sorry  if  it  were  supposed,  from  the 
result  of  this  motion,  that  there  is  the  least  imputation  on  the  gentleman 
who  is  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause.  There  is  not  any  ground  for  saying 
that  he  has  conducted  himself  with  any  view  to  his  own  interest  in  this 
transaction ;  on  the  contrary,  he  has  conducted  himself  rather  delicately 
and  nicely.  But  the  question  does  not  turn  upon  his  conduct ;  and  this 
is  a  case  the  deci^on  of  which  is  to  govern  other  cases  where  the  question 
of  slander  of  title  may  occur ;  in  which  case  the  bona  jftdes  of  the  com* 
munication,  and  not  whether  a  man  of  rational  understanding  would  have 
done  so  and  so,  is  the  question  to  be  canvassed.  A  man  of  intemperate 
passions,  or  of  weak  understanding,  or  a  man  acting  under  an  erroneous 
*8641     ^tnpression,  may  be  carried  further  than  a  man  of  more  mature 

judgment ;  but  still  he  would  not  be  liable  to  ^an  action  of  slan* 

(a)  Alluding  to  a  part  of  the  summing  up,  (omitted  by  Lord  Ellenborough,)  which  left  tfar 
fihut  oi'  insauity  to  the  jury. 
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derof  this  sort."  Every  sentence  of  that  judgment  is  deserving  of  the 
utmost  attention :  and  Bayl£Y  and  Dampieb,  Js.,  delivered  opinions  to  the 
same  efiect, — ^holding  the  proper  question  to  be,  malice  or  no  malice,  and 
that  the  defendant  had  such  a  degree  of  interest  in  the  subject-matter  as 
to  prevent  his  being  looked  upOn  in  the  light  of  a  stranger. 

Let  us,  then,  see  whether  there  was  any  ground  upon  the  evidence, 
\vhence  it  might  or  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  infer  that  the  de- 
fendant made  the  statement  he  did  under  the  influence  of  malice,  in  the 
sense  necessary  to  sustain  the  action.     In  the  first  place,  the  defendant 
was  not  a  mere  intruder :  he  was  a  person  to  whom  was  confided  the  duty 
of  seeing  the  provisions  of  a  most  important  aet  properly  attended  to. 
The  sale  had  been  advertised  for  six  weeks ;  and  it  is  said  that  the  de- 
fendant, therefore,  had  ample  time,  and  was  bound  to  intimate  his  objec- 
tion earlier  than  he  did.     Suppose  he  might,  does  the  fact  of  his  omission 
to  do  so  furnish  any  ground  for  inferring  malice }    But  it  appeared,  that, 
on  the  27th  of  February,  which  was  three  days  preceding  the  day  of  sale, 
the  defendant  did  give  the  plaintiff  notice  of  what  he  considered  to  be 
infractions  of  the  act.     It  is  to  be  observed,  too,  that  all  the  witnesses  ap- 
peared to  be  more  or  less  connected  with  the  plaintiiT;  that  two  of  the 
houses  were  sold  ;  and  that  the  only  witness  who  stated  that  he  was  de- 
terred by  the  defendant's  threat  from  bidding  at  the  sale,  was,  at  the  time 
of  the  trial,  a  tenant  under  the  plaintiff.     Next,  it  appears  that  the  only 
objection  stated  by  the  defendant  in  the  sale-room,  was,  as  to  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  roadway.     If  maliciously  disposed,  he  might  then  have 
urged  another  objection,  viz.,  as  to  the  insufiiciency  of  the  drains ;  for,  it 
appeared,  that,  between  the  date  of  the  notice  and  the  16tb  of  March,  the 
day  on  which  the  defendant's  information  was  heard  before  the  official 
•referees,  the  plaintiff  had  caused  that  defect  to  be  remedied.     r»gg5 
The  only  other  piece  of  evidence  that  was  relied  on  as  showing    ** 
malice,  was  the  remark  made  by  the  defendant  in  the  presence  of  the 
official  referees.     When  asked  by  a  friend  of  the  plaintiff's,  "  Why  do 
yon  pursue  Mr.  Pater?"  adopting  the  language  of  the  question,  the  de- 
fendant answered — <»  The  reason  I  pursue  him  is,  because  he  is  steward 
and  collector  for  Mr.  Agar ;  and,  as  I  cannot  attack  Mr.  Agar,  I  attack 
Mr.  Pater."     What  was  a  proper  motive  on  the  part  of  a  person  in  the 
defendant's  position.^    Why,  to  obtain  a  due  and  faithful  observance  of 
the  act.    What  is  the  motive  the  defendant  assigns  ?    He  says,  in  effect, 
"  I  am  desirous  of  getting  the  roads  in  Agar  Town  completed :  I  have 
Wt  one  mode  of  enforcing  that,  viz.,  by  stopping  the  buildings :  and  you, 
Mr.  Pater,  being  the  agent  of  Mr.  Agar,  the  ground-landlord,  are  the  most 
proper  person  for  me  to  pursue  for  that  purpose."    It  is  not  shown  that 
the  defendant  had,  or  could  have,  any  feeling  of  personal  hostility  against 
the  plaintiff:  and  the  ground  assigned  by  him  for  selecting  the  plaintiff 
^  perfectly  consistent  with  good  faith.     What  was  said  afterwards  as  to 
u^e  plaintiff's  withdrawing  his  action,  can  hardly  be  relied  on  as  showing 
VOL.  HI.  67  2  Y 
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that  the  defendant  ivas  acting  from  personal  and  vindictive  motiv€:s. 
Whether,  therefore,  the  roadway  was  or  was  not  properly  set  out  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act,  whether  it  was  the  defendant's  duty  to  take  steps 
to  get  the  road  put  into  an  efficient  state,  or  whether  he  had  any  power 
or  authority  under  the  act  to  interfere  at  all,  is  not  the  question  here.  We 
must  be  satisfied  that  there  was  legal  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  in- 
ferring malice.  The  absence  of  authority  in  the  defendant  to  act  as  he 
did,  is  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  circumstance  from  which  the  jury 
*86€1  °^^^^  ^^  justified  in  inferring  malice.  *But,  was  it  so  clear  that 
the  act  did  not  warrant  the  assumption  of  right  claimed  by  the 
defendant  ?  I  must  confess  I  have  entertained  some  doubt,  though  I  in- 
cline to  think  that  the  buildings  might  be  held  to  be  completed,  althougrh 
the  roadway  were  left  in  an  unfinished  state.  It  is  to  be  observed,  how- 
ever, that  the  act,  which  bad  but  recently  passed,  had  not  been  the  sub- 
ject of  any  judicial  decision  ;  and  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  lawyer.  I 
am  unable,  therefore,  to  bring  myself  to  the  conclusion  that  the  defend- 
ant had  no  probable  cause  for  adopting  the  construction  he  did,  thou^ 
it  might  not  be  a  strictly  correct  one.  But  even  if  be  had  no  probable 
cause  for  so  construing  the  act,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  cirQum- 
stances  were  not  such  as  to  warrant  an  inference  of  malice.  There  was 
an  entire  absence  of  any  expressions  of  ill-will  towards  the  plaintifi^  or 
of  any  remarks  unconnected  with  the  supposed  performance  of  the  de- 
fendant's duty  under  the  act^  All  seems  to  have  been  done  in  the  honest 
and  band  fide  belief  that  it  was  in  pursuance  of  his  duty. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  ri^e  for  entering  a  nonsuit 
should  be  made  absolute. 

Mauls,  J.  I  concur  with  the  lord  chief  justice  in  thinking  that  the 
amendment  made  at  the  trial  was  properly  made»  and  that  (the  declara- 
tion being  so  amended)  there  was  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury  for  the  piab- 
tiff.  His  lordship  having  gone  so  fully  into  the  matter,  and  having  stated 
so  clearly  the  way  in  w^hich  the  question  arises,  it  is  scarcely  necessary 
for  me  to  add  a  word. 

The  twenty-third  section  of  the  3  &  4  W,  4,  c.  42,— reciting  that 
if-  great  expense  is  often  incurred,  and  delay  or  failure  of  justice  takes 
place  at  trials  by  reason  of  variances  as  to  some  particular  or  particulars 
*8671  '^^^^^^  ^^^  proof  and  the  record  or  setting  forth  on  the  record 
'^or  document  on  which  the  trial  is  had,  of  cpntracts,  customs,  pre- 
scriptions, names,  and  other  matters  or  circumstances  not  material  to  the 
merits  of  the  case,  and  by  the  mis-statement  of  which  the  opposite  party 
cannot  have  been  prejudiced,  and  that  the  same  could  not  in  any  case  be 
amended  at  the  trial,  except  where  the  variance  was  between  any  matter 
in  writing  or  in  print,  produced  in  evidence,,  and  the  record"  (a) — gives 
power  to  the  judge,  if  he  shall  see  fit  so  to  do,  « to  cause  th^  record,  &c., 
when  any  variance  shall  appear  between  the  proof  and  the  recital  or  set- 
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tiBg  forth  on  tte  record,  fte.,  oi  any  contract,  custom,  prescription,  name, 
or  other  matter,  in  any  particular  or  parttcuhas  in  the  judgment  of  such 
court  or  judge  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  by  Mdiich  the 
opposite  party  cannot  have  been  prejudiced  in  the  conduct  of  his  action, 
prosecution,  or  defence,  to  be  forthwith  amended,  &c.,  on  such  terms,  as 
to  payment  of  costs  to  the  other  party,  or  postponing  die  trial,  to  be  had 
before  the  same  or  another  jury,  or  both  payment  of  costs  and  postpone<- 
meot,  as  sudi  court  or  judge  shall  think  reasonable ;  and,  in  case  such- 
variance  shall  be  in  some  particular  or  particulars  in  the  judgment  of 
such  court  or  judge  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  but  such  as 
that  the  opposite  party  may  have  been  prejudiced  thereby  in  the  conduct 
of  his  action,  prosecution,  or  defence,  then  such  court  or  judge  shall  hare 
power  to  cause  the  same  to  be  amended,  upon  payment  of  costs  to  the 
other  party,  and  withdrawing  the  record  or  postponing  the  trial  as  afore- 
said, as  such  court  or  judge  shall  think  reasonable,"  &c.  The  words  of 
the  act  assume  that  the  variance  must  be  in  a  matter  that  is  material;  the 
restriction  is  as  to  its  materiality  to  tht  tnerits  of  the  case^  that  is,  material 
V8\Xh  reference  to  the  'pleadings  and  the  course  of  the  cause  at  the  r^ogg 
trial.  Was  the  variance  here  in  a  matter  material  to  the  merits  of 
the  case  ?  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  this,  an  inspection  of  the  record 
IS  material,  not  conclusive.  The  record  is  evidently  defective  in  conse- 
quence of  a  mistake  in  copying  the  declaration  from  the  pleader's  draft — 
some  omission  or  transposition  of  words.  The  amendment  does  not  sub^ 
stantially  alter  the  charge,  and  could  not  possibly  prejudice  the  defendant' 
in  his  defence.  If  the  statute  did  not  apply  to  such  a  ease,  it  would  not 
have  the  beneficial  operation  contemplated. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  upon  the  general  merits  of  the  case— any  evidence  of  express  malkse. 
This  is  an  action  for  slander  of  title,  which  is  a  sort  of  metaphorical  ex 
pression.  Slander  of  title  may  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to^  &H  within  tfie 
scope  of  ordinary  slander.  Slander  of  title  ordinarily  means  a  statement 
of  something  tending  to  cut  down  the  extent  of  title,  which  is  injurioov' 
only  if  it  is  false.  It  is  essential,  to  give  a  cause  of  action,  that  the  sttrtl^ 
ment  should  be  false ;  and  therefore  falsehood  is  given  in  evidence  undev 
not  guihy,  since  the  new  rules.  It  is  essential  also  that  it?  riioukl  be  mdi^ 
cions :  not,  as  Lord  Ellenbobough  observes  in  Pitt  v.  Donovan^  rnsKt- 
cious  in  the  worst  sense  ;  but  with  intent  to  injure  Ae  plaintiff.  If  the 
statement  be  true,  if  there  really  be  the  infirmity  in  the  tkle  that  is  sug- 
gested, no  action  will  lie,  however  malicious  the  defendtiBt's  intentioir 
might  be.  The  jury  may  infer  malice  from  the  absence  of  probable  cause ; 
but  they  are  not  bound  to  do  so.  The  want  of  probable  cause  does  not 
necessarily  lead  to  an  inference  of  malice ;  neither  dkes  the  existence  of^ 
probable  cause  afford  any  answer  to  the  actien.  Suppose  one  having  sir 
infirm  title  to  property  which  he  is  going  to  sell,  or  to  make  the  sufr* 
^dt  of  a  setdement,  and  another,  moved  hj  qiite  and  maliee,  discloses 
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*8fi91  ^^"^'^^^  ^^  believes  to  be  a  defect,  though  the  information  after- 
wards turns  out  to  be  untrue,  and  injury  results  to  the  former ; 
in  that  case  an  action  would  lie,  the  statement  being  false  and  malicious, 
and  injurious  to  the  plaintiff.  Unless  he  shows  falsehood  and  malice  and 
an  injury  to  himself,  the  plaintiff  shows  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury.  If, 
therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  malice,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  defendant's  statement  was  false, 
and  consequently  unnecessar}'  for  us  to  determine  what  is  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  act.  We  must  assume  that  the  defendant  thought  he  had 
Qower  to  stop  the  buildings.  If  he  had  such  power,  however  maKcions 
his  conduct,  no  case  could  be  made  against  him.  If  he  had  no  such 
power,  then  alone  can  the  question  of  malice  become  material.  The  con- 
atruction  I  should  put  upon  the  act,  is,  that  the  defendant  had  not  the 
power  he  assumed  to  have,  and  that  a  <<  roadway''  does  not  necessarily 
mean  a  complete  or  made  road.  The  act,  however,  is  not  free  fitom 
doubt.  Assuming,  then,  that  the  defendant  had  not  the  power  he  said 
he  possessed,  I  agree  with  the  lord  chief  justice  in  thinking  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  he  was  actuated  by  malice.  He 
was  not  a  stranger  to  the  transaction.  It  was  his  duty  to  interfere.  He 
ig  to  decide  on  the  nature  and  extent  of  his  powers ;  and  he  must  take 
care  that  he  does  not  stop  short  of  his  duty.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind, 
that)  of  all  questions  that  are  presented  for  judicial  decision,  none  are  so 
difficult  as  those  that  arise  upon  acts  of  parliament.  Surely,  then,  in 
dealing  with  a  statute  of  confessedly  doubtful  and  difficult  constructioo, 
i^alice  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  mere  mistake.  Where  a  man  has  no 
pecuniary  motive,  and  the  act  is  equivocal,  the  charitable  presumption  is, 
that  he  is  not  actuated  by  bad  motives. 

*8701        *^^^  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  entering  a 
nonsuit  must  be  made  absolute. 

.  Cbesswell,  J.  I  an^  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The  amendment 
made  at  the  trial,  being  o^a  matter  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case, 
«fas  properly  made.  Whetlner  the  words,  as  they  originally  stood  in  the 
declaration,  or  the  words  deposed  by  the  witnesses,  were  those  actually 
spoken,  could  make  no  difference  as  to  the  defence.  The  defendant 
CAuld  sustain  no  prejudice  by  the  amendment.  No  new  plea  could  be 
njscessary.  The  two  conditions  required  by  the  statute,  therefore,  concur 
in  favour  of  the  amendment. 

.  With  respect  to  the  other  point,  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  defend- 
ajit  took  a  correct  view  of  the  duty  imposed  upon  him  by  the  7  &  8  Vict. 
c.  84.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that  he  did  not 
honestly  and  bond  fide  believe  his  construction  of  the  act  to  be  a  correct 
one.  There  is  nothing  at  all  to  justify  an  inference  of  malice.  No  rea- 
sonable man  could  infer  it :  and  therefore  there  was  nothing  to  be  left  to 
the  jury. 

.  V.  Williams,  J;    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  think  we  should. 
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materially  infringe  upon  the  rule  that  requires  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  of 
this  sort  to  give  evidence  of  malice,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  there  was 
any  thing  here  that  could  properly  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  I  neveft 
saw  a  case  so  utterly  bare  of  circumstances  to  warrant  an  inference  oi 
malice.  Rule  discharged. 
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In  an  actkm  upon  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  o.  15,  8.  2,  for  penalties  for  the  representation  of  ii 
dramatic  piece  of  the  plaintiff's  at  a  <*  place  of  dramatic  entertainment,"  without  his  con- 
sent)  it  is  sufficient  to  describe  the  offence  in  the  words  of  the  act 

An  introduction  to  a  pantomime, — ^that  is,  the  only  torUten  part  of  the  entertainment,— 4s 
within  the  protection  of  the  act 

To  constitute  the  offence,  it  is  not-  necessary  to  show,  nor  need  the  declaration  aver,  that  the 
defendant  knowingly  invaded  the  plaintiff's  right 

To  satisfy  an  undertaking  in  such  a  ease  to  give  material  evidence  in  Middlesex,  the  plain- 
tiff, having,  in  order  to  prove  the  authorship,  first  shown  himself  possessed  of  the  manuscript 
in  the  county  of  Surrey,  proved  tliat  it  was  by  his  direction  offered  for  representation  ^r 
sale  in  Middlesex,  to  the  proprietor  of  a  theatre  there : — Hdd^  that  this,  as  evideoee  in 
confirmation  of  the  previous  proof  of  authorship,  was  sufficient  evidence  in  Middlesex  to 
satisfy  the  undertaking. 

Debt,  for  penalties  under  the  dramatic  copyright  act,  3  &4  W.  4,  c.  15.  (a) 

The  declaration  stated,  that,  after  the  passing  of  the  3  &  4  W.  4;  c.  l5, 
intituled  «An  act  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to  dramatic  literary  pro- 
perty,^' the  plaintiff  was  the  author  of,  and  did  compose,  a  certain  dramatic 
entertainment  called  '^Princess  Battledore,  or  Harlequin  Shuttlecock,^ 
and  that  he  was  and  still  is  the  proprietor  thereof,  and  as  such  had  and 
has  the  sole  liberty  of  representing  the  said  dramatic  entertainment ;  and 
that,  within  twelve  calendar  months  next  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  such  author  and  proprietor,  the  de- 
fendant, on  twenty-three  several  occasions,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  &c,,  and  without 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  plaintiflf,  so  being  such  author  and  proprietor 
as  aforesaid,  did  cause  the  said  dramatic  entertainment  to  be  represented 
at  a  certain  place  of  dramatic  entertainmentj  called  the  <«  Theatre  Royal, 
Liverpool,"  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tute, &c. ;  whereby  he  the  defendant  *became  and  was  liable  to  r«g'72 
pay  to  the  plaintiflf,  for  each  such  representation,  not  less  than  40^;., 
or  the  amount  of  the  benefit  or  advantage  arising  from  each  of  such  re- 
presentations, or  the  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  thereupon,  whichever 
should  be  the  greater  damages :  and  the  plaintiff  averred  that  40^.  wajsi 
the  greatest  damages  recoverable  by  him  according  to  the  statute,  in  re- 
spect of  each  of  such  representations,  &c. 

Plea,  nU  debet^  "by  statute." 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  first  sitting  at  West- 
minster in  this  term. 

(a)  Extended  to  dramatio  pieces  and  dcamatic  representations,  by  the  5  &  6  Yict  c.  45| 

".20,21. 

2y2 


«72  Lee  v.  Simpson.  H.  T.  1847. 

The  venue,  which  was  originally  laid  in  Middlesex,  bad  beeo  €hanged 
to  Liverpool,  and  restored  to  Middlesex  upon  the  ordinary  undeitaking 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflf  to  give  material  evidence  in  that  county. 

It  appeared,  that,  in  the  year  1838,  the  plaintiff  wrote  an  introduction 
to  a  pantomime  called  <<  Princess  Battledore,  or  Harlequin  Shuttlecock." 
The  work  was  composed  at  the  plaintiff's  residence  in  Surrey.  It  existed 
only  in  manuscript.  The  representation  by  the  defendant  took  place  at  a 
theatre  at  Liverpool,  where  it  was  performed  twenty*three  nights.  Tbe 
defendant  had  purchased  the  pantomime  in  1843  from  one  De  Hays,  io 
the  bond  fide  belief  that  De  Hays  was  the  author  of  it.  The  evidence 
relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  as  satisfying  his  undertaking  to  give  material 
evidence  in  Middlesex,  was  as  follows : — 

The  plaintiff's  brother  proved,  that  he  had  seen  die  manuscript  of  the 
pantomime  in  question,  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  years  1838 
and  1839 ;  that,  in  October,  1842,  he  received  the  manuscript  from  the 
'  plaintiff  in  Surrey,  and,  by  his  direction,  took  it  to  one  Gomersall,  the 
manager *of  the  Garrick  Theatre,  in  Goodman's  Fields,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex ;  that  Gomersall  did  not  accept  it ;  and  that  he,  the  witness, 
thereupon  returned  it  to  the  plaintiff. 

*8731  *Another  witness,  named  Forrester,  also  proved  that  he,  in 
1841,  heard  the  plaintiff  read,  apparently  from  a  manuscript,  two 
lines  of  a  pantomime  bearing  the  same  title  as  the  one  in  question,  at  the 
plaintiff's  house  in  Surrey ;  and  that  he,  the  witness,  suggested  to  him 
another  character,  which  now  stood  as  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  production; 
but  he  did  not  identify  that  manuscript  with  the  one  produced. 

On  tbe  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted  that  this  evidence  did 
not  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  undertaking. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  the  evidence  offered  was  material, 
not  to  prove  the  authorship  of  the  piece  in  question,  but  to  show  an  act 
done  with  the  manuscript  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  before  the  time  of 
the  defendant's  alleged  purchase  from  De  Hays. 

The  learned  judge  ruled  that  the  plaintiff  had  given  sufficient  evidence 
to  satisfy  the  undertaking. 

It  was  further  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  statute 
3&4W.  4,  c.  15,  did  not  extend  to  the  protection  of  pantomimes,  which 
are  not  dramatic  entertainments  as  ordinarily  understood  ;  that  it  did  not 
apply  to  the  performance  of  a  part  of  a  work ;  and  that,  to  render  the 
"  defendant  liable  to  the  penalties  imposed  by  the  act,  it  was  incumbent  on 
the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  offence,  was  knowingly  committed. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  these  objections ;  and  the  jury  returned  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  46/.,  being  40^.  for  each  performance. 

JIf.  D.  ISU  now  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  undertak- 
ing to  give  material  evidence  in  Middlesex  had  not  been  complied  with, 
or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  other  grounds  urged  at  the  trial ;  and  also  to 
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arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  declaration  did  not  allege  the 
performances  complained  of  to  have  been  puklic  performances. 

*The  construction  of  the  undertaking  contained  in  the  rule  to  rto^^ 
bring  back  the  venue,  underwent  considerable  discussion  in  the 
recent  case  of  Clark  v.  DuTisford^  (a)  where  all  the  authorities  are  cited, 
and  where  the  majority  of  the  court  held  such  undertaking  to  be  satisfied 
by  proof  of  any  fact  which  materially  conduces  to  the  establishing  of 
matter  which  may  be  in  issue,  arising  in  the  county  to  which  the  cause 
is  restored,  or  tending  to  enhance  the  damages.  It  was  an  action  brought 
against  the  defendant  for  criminal  conversation  with  the  plaintiflPs  wife ; 
and  an  act  done  in  Middlesex,  inTurtherance  of  a  plan  for  hiring  lodgings 
at  Bath  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  commission  of  adultery  there, 
was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  an  undertaking  to  give  mate* 
rial  evidence  in  Middlesex.  Assuming  that  case  to  lay  down  the  correct 
rule,  here  was  no  evidence  whatever  in  Middlesex  that  was  material  to  any 
matter  in  controversy  between  these  parties.  [Maule,  J.  Was  it  matter 
of  controversy  at  the  trial  whether  the  plaintiff  was  the  author  of  the  pan* 
tomime,  or  De  Hays?]  It  was  the  main  question.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The 
^undertaking  is  satisfied  by  evidence  tending  to  confirm  evidence  already 
given.  The  dealing  with  the  manuscript  in  Middlesex,  in  October,  1842, 
was  strong  confirmation  of  its  prior  existence.]  No  doubt  this  might  have 
been  made  material,  if  offered  as  the  first  link  of  a  chain  of  proof  to  cor* 
roborate  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  brother  as  to  the  authorship.  But 
the  question  is,  whether,  standing  alone,  it  satisfies  the  undertaking. 

The  first  •ection  of  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  15,  gives  the  author  of  any  tra 
gedy,  comedy,  play,  opera,  farce,  or  any  other  dramatic  piece  or  enter 
tainment,  the  sole  liberty  of  representing  it,  or  causing  it  to  be  represented, 
at  any  place  of  dramatic  entertainment  in  any  part  of  *the  British  r»gjp. 
dominions:  and  the  second  section  enacts,  that,  "if  any  person 
shall,  during  the  continuance  of  such  sole  liberty  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to 
the  intent  of  this  act,  or  right  of  the  author  or  his  assignee,  represent,  or 
cause  to  be  represented,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  author  or 
other  proprietor  first  had  and  obtained,  at  any  place  of  dramatic  entertain^ 
tnent  within  the  Kmits  aforesaid,  any  such  production  as  aforesaid,  or  any 
part  thereof,  every  such  offender  shall  be  liable,  for  each  and  every  such 
representation,  to  the  payment  of  an  amount  not  less  than  40^.,  or  to  the 
full  amount  of  the  benefit  or  advantage  arising  from  such  representation, 
or  the  injury  or  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  whichever  shall 
be  the  greater  damages,  to  the  author  or  other  proprietor  of  such  produc- 
tion so  represented  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act,  to 
be  recovered,  together  with  double  costs  of  suit,  by  such  author  or  other 
proprietors,  in  any  court  having  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  in  that  part  of 
the  said  united  kingdom,  or  of  the  British  dominions,  in  which  the  offence 
shall  be  committed ;  and,  in  every  such  proceeding,  where  the  sole  liberty 

(a)  Ant^  Tol.  IL  p.  724.    And  see  HaU  ▼.  Story,  16  M.  &  W.  63. 
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of  such  author  or  his  assignee  as  aforesaid  shall  be  subject  to  such  right 
or  authority  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the  plaintiflf  to  state  that 
he  has  such  sole  liberty,  without  stating  the  same  to  be  subject  to  such 
right  or  authority,  or  otherwise  mentioning  the  same."  Pantomimes  are 
not  mentioned  in  this  act,  though  they  are  mentioned  in  the  twenty-third 
section  of  a  statute  which  is  in  pari  materidy  viz.  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  68: 
and  they  clearly  do  not  fall  within  the  description  of  «  dramatic  entertain- 
ments."  The  act,  being  penal,  is  to  be  construed  strictly.  In  The  King 
v.  Handy,  6  T.  R.  286,  the  defendant  having  been  convicted  in  the  pe- 
*8761     ^^^^^  ^^  ^^'''  under  the  statute  10  G.  2,  *c.  28,  (a)  for  « acting, 

representing,  and  performing  a  certain  entertainment  of  the  stage 
called  tumbling,"  &c.,  at  Birmingham,  in  an  amphitheatre  erected  for 
that  purpose ;  the  conviction  was  removed  to  the  court  of  King's  Bench 
by  certiorari  J  in  order  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  question, 
whether  the  offence  came  within  the  statute.  In  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment was  cited  a  case  of  Gallini  v.  LaboriCy  5  T.  R.  242,  where  Lord 
Kenyon  had  held  that%the  statute  extended  to  dancing  and  <«  every  other 
species  of  stage  entertainment."  The  same  learned  judge,  however, 
said :  <«  The  decision  in  the  case  alluded  to,  of  Gallini  v.  Laborie,  was  per- 
fectly right,  because  that  clearly  came  within  the  statute  25  G.  2,  c.  36. 
But,  if  I  expressed  myself,  as  has  been  now  represented,  that  the  statute 
10  G.  2  extended  to  every  species  of  stage  entertainment,  I  think  I  was 
mistaken  :  in  that  case  it  was  not  necessary  to  consider  that  act  so  parti- 
cularly as  it  is  in  the  present  case  ;  and,  our  immediate  attention  being 
noW  called  to  it,  I  do  not  think  that  tumbling  is  an  entertaiament  of  the 
stage  within  the  meaning  of  that  act  of  parliament ;  it  might  equally  be 
jsaid  that  fencing  on  a  public  stage  is.  By  the  3d  section  of  this  act,  a 
copy  of  the  piece  to  be  represented  is  required  to  be  sent  to  the  lord 
chamberlain  for  his  approbation  previous  to  the  acting :  but  no  copy  could 
have  been  given  of  this  entertainment.  This  is  a  penal  act  of  parUameot; 
*8771     ^"^  ^^  cannot  extend  it  to  '^entertainments  that  did  not  exist 

when  the  statute  was  made."  This  act  only  protects  integral  and 
complete  works.  Suppose  a  dramatic  piece,  the  joint  production  of  two 
dramatists, — like  the  works  of  Beaumont  and  Fletcher, — were  represented 
without  authority,  how  would  the  penalty  be  divided  i 

The  intention  of  the  act  was,  to  protect  authors  against  offenders.  Can 
a  man  be  an  offender^  who  honestly  buys  an  article  that  is  not  purchas- 
able in  market  overt  ?  The  same  construction  must  be  put  upon  this  act 
as  if  the  penalty  had  been  500/.,  or  transportation,    ^ctus  nonjacit  reim^ 

(a)  By  sect  2,  it  u  enacted,  that,  if  any  person,  &c^  without  such  audiority  or  license  as 
aforesaid,  (which  is  explained  by  s.  1,  to  mean  letters  patent  from  the  king,  or  license  from 
the  lord  chamberlain,)  shall  act,  represent,  or  perform,  for  hire,  &c.,  any  interlude,  trsgedf, 
comedy,  opera,  play,  farce,  or  other  entertainmetU  of  tA«  ttagit  or  any  part  or  parts  therein,  he 
shall  forfeit  for  every  such  offence  the  sura  of  60L  And  sect  3  enacts  that  no  persoa  shall 
act,  &c^  for  hire,  any  new  interlude,  &c^  unless  a  true  copy  thereof  be  sent  to  the  lord  chant- 
berlain  fourteen  days  before  the  acting,  &c. 
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fiii  mens  sii  rea.  (a)  In  J%e  King  v.  Marsh,  2  B.  &  C.  717,  4  D.  & 
R.  260,  which  was  an  information  on  the  5  Ann.  c.  14,  s.  2,  against  a 
Carrie/  for  having  game  in  his  possession  as  carrier^  it  seems  to  have  been 
assumed  that  the  defendant  would  have  been  excused  if  he  could  have 
shown  that  the  alleged  offence  was  unknowingly  committed.  In  Paley  on 
Convictions,  3d  edit.  p.  93,  it  is  said,  that,  « If  one  of  the  ingredients  re-  • 
quired  by  the  statute  be  the  knotokdge  of  the  party,  nothing  short  of  a 
direct  averment  to  that  effect  is  sufficient.  Thus,  in  a  conviction  on  the 
36  G.  3,  c.  60,  s.  2,  which  prohibits  persons  from  putting  the  word  gUt 
upon  metal  buttons,  knowing  the  same  not  to  be  gilt,  the  information 
charged  that  the  defendant,  on  the  day  and  at  the  place  therein  men- 
tioned, did  uTilawfuUy  and  fraudulently  put  and  place  for  sale  a  certain 
number  of  metal  buttons,  having  stamped  thereon  the  word  gilty  the  said 
metal  buttons  not  being  gilt,  &c.,  contrary  to  the  statute.  The  convic- 
tion was  quashed,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  not  charged  with 
having  exposed  to  sale  the  buttons  marked  gUt^  knoxoing  that  they  were 
not  gilt.  The  court  considered  the  fact  of  knowledge  as  an  essential 
'constituent  of  the  offence,  and  not  supplied  by  the  words  unlaw^  [9070 
fully,  fraudulently^  and  against  the  form  of  the  statute;  which 
were  not  deemed  equivalent  to  <  knowingly.'  It  seems,  indeed,  to  have 
been  the  opinion  of  Lawrence,  J.,  that,  if  the  words  used  had  been  so 
equivalent,  the  conviction  might  have  been  supported.  (6)  But,  where  the 
word  <  knowingly'  is  not  introduced  into  the  statute  creating  the  offence, 
there  the  scienter  need  not  be  alleged  in  the  information  ;  but  it  lies  on 
the  defendant  to  show  such  a  degree  of  ignorance  as  will  excuse  him."(c) 
In  Earl  Spencer  v.  Swannell^  3  M.  &W.  154,  it  was  held  that  an  action 
of  debt  for  penalties  for  not  setting  out  tithes,  on  the  stat.  2  &  3  Ed.  6, 
c.  1^  is  a  penal  action  within  the  21  Jac.  1,  c.  4,  s.  4,  and  therefore  the 
new  rules  as  to  pleading  do  not  apply  to  such  a  case,  and  that  nil  debet  is 
still  a  good  plea  to  such  an  action,  (c/)    So,  this  act  is  a  penal  one. 

As  to  the  arrest  of  judgment.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  de- 
scription of  the  alleged  offence,  in  a  declaration  or  a  conviction,  in  the 
precise  words  of  the  statute  creating  the  offence,  will  not  be  enough.  In 
Fletcher  v.  Calthrop,  6  Q.  B.  880,  the  defendant  justified  in  trespass  for 
assault  and  false  imprisonment,  under  a  conviction  which  set  forth  that  C. 
did,  by  night,  «  unlawfully  enter  certain  enclosed  land,  with  a  net,  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  game,  to  wit,  partridges  and  pheasants,  contrary  to 
the  statute,  &c. ;  and  the  conviction  was  held  bad,  for  not  stating  the 
intent  to  be  to  take  game  there.  Lord  Denman,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  observes :  «<  The  rule  laid  down  in  Paley  on  Convic- 
tions, 3d  edit.  p.  108,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  follow  the  words  of  the  act 
unless  the  offence  be  of  a  complicated  nature,  is  *open  to  two  ob-  r«Q79 
iections.    It  does  not  rest  on  any  authority ;  nor  does  it  furnish 

(a)  3  Inst.  107.  (6)  The  King  y.  Jukt$,  8  T.  R.  536. 

(c)  Citing  Th€  King  v.  Manh,  M  titpri,  [d)  And  see  7  M.  &  G.  482  (a). 
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any  criterion  by  which  the  justice  of  peace  or  this  court  can  discorer  what 
cases  are  thus  complicated.'^  And,  after  xeferring  to  J%e  King  v.  Manh 
and  James  r.  Phelps,  11  A.  &  £.  483,  3  P.  &  D.  231,  he  adds:  ««But 
Regina  v.  CordeUy  4  Burr.  2279,  is  a  distinct  and  pointed  aulhority  for  the 
proposition  that  the  words  of  the  act  are  not  universally  all  that  must 
appear  on  a  conviction.  There,  the  charge  was  for  fishing  in  a  pond. 
It  was  held  naught,  for  want  of  negation  of  the  owner's  consent.  The 
same  argument  which  is  here  resorted  to  would  have  supplied  that  defect, 
and  was  pressed  on  the  court ;  who  said,  however,  <  The  offence  intended 
in  this  conviction,  is,  fishing  in  the  fishery  of  Mr.  Hayne,  being  private 
property.  But  all  this  might  be  done,  for  aught  that  appears  upon  this 
conviction,  with  the  consent  of  the  owner.  The  &ct  ought  to  appear,  so 
that  the  court  may  be  able  to  judge  whether  the  conviction  be  agreeable 
to  law.  If  the  owner  had  been  the  complainer,  that  would  have  shown 
his  dissent :  (a)  but  this  conviction  is  upon  the  complaint  of  Martha  Bux- 
ton ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  filing 
in  any  water  being  private  property,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner.' 
As  in  that  case  the  consent  of  the  owner  was  required  to  be  negatived  in 
the  conviction,  so,  in  the  present,  the  necessity  of  its  alleging  an  intent  to 
kill  game  there,  is  deduced  from  the  enormous  consequences  which  would 
otherwise  follow."  And,  in  conclusion,  his  lordship  says:  «This  prin- 
ciple is  well  expressed  on  a  similar  though  not  exactly  the  same  occasion, 
in  Rex  v.  Baines^  2  Lord  Raym.  1265, 1269 :  « And  proceedings  in  cases 
of  this  nature,  which  are  to  deprive  a  man  of  his  freehold  in  a  summarj 
*8801  ^^y*  ^^^^^^^  letting  him  be  tried  *by  his  peers,  are  always  con- 
strued strictly,  and  never  supplied  by  intendment  of  matter  which 
don't  ap|>ear  on  the  face  of  them."  The  representation  spoken  of  in  the 
2d  section  of  the  act,  clearly  means  a  public  representation.  And  tbe  cir- 
cumstance of  its  being  averred  to  have  taken  place  at  «  a  certain  place 
of  dramatic  entertainment,"  makes  no  difference.  Consistently  with  the 
statement  here,  the  representations  may  have  been  mere  rehearsals.  In 
Chaney  v.  Payne,  1  Gale  &  D.  348,  it  was  held  that  a  conviction  under 
the  70th  section  of  die  pilot  act,  6  G.  4,  c.  125,  for  « corUimang^^  in 
charge  of  a  ship  after  a  duly  licensed  pilot  had  ofiered  to  take  charge  of 
her,  is  bad,  if  it  do  not  show  that  the  offer  was  made  to,  or  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  party  in  charge  of  the  vessel,  or  that  it  otherwise  came  to  his 
knowledge.  See  also  the  cases  cited  in  Ransom  v.  Dundas^  3  Scott, 
^  462,  463,  to  the  same  effect. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  court  is  of  opinion  that  no  rule  should  be  granted 
in  this  case.  The  first  point  made,  is,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
been  nonsuited,  inasmuch  as  he  had  failed  to  comply  with  his  undertak- 
ing to  give  material  evidence  in  the  county  of  Middlesex.  The  eridence 
given  was,  that  the  composition,  the  representation  of  which  is  the  subject 
of  this  action,  was,  in  October,  1842,  offered  in  Middlesex  to  the  proprie 

(a)  At  the  tiine  of  oomplaining. 
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tor  of  a  theatre  there,  for  sale,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff*.  It  is  true  there 
\f2LS  something  like  evidence  previously  given  of  authorship  in  Surrey ; 
and  one  of  the  plaintifl^'s  witnesses  deposed  to  his  having  heard  him  there 
repeat  two  lines,  as  if  reading  from  a  paper  which  he  held  in  his  hand, 
-which  paper  was  not  produced  or  identified.  It  is  said,  however,  that 
this,  coupled  with  the  previous  evidence  of  the  plaintifl^s  brother,  that  he 
had  seen  the  *work  in  the  plaintiff's  possession  in  Surrey  in  the  r*oQ| 
years  1838  and  1839,  clearly  established  his  authorship.  The 
plaintiff"  might,  undoubtedly,  if  he  had  pleased,  have  gone  to  the  jury  on 
that  evidence.  But  he  was  not  bound,  nor  do  I  think  it  would  have  been 
prudent  so  to  do.  He  was  perfectly  justified  in  seeking  to  confirm  it,  by 
showing,  in  Middlesex,  a  person  in  possession  of  a  manuscript  containing 
the  lines  which  the  other  witness  had  heard  repeated  in  Surrey.  Can 
there  be  a  doubt  that  that  was  strong  evidence  in  confirmation  of  what 
had  gone  before  ?  It  clearly  was  relevant  and  material  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  issue.  It  is  now  admitted,  that,  to  satisfy  this  undertaking, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  evidence  should  be  essential  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  action :  but  it  must,  in  some  material  degree,  conduce  to 
the  establishing  the  matter  in  issue,  or  to  show  the  extent  of  the  injury. 
The  courts  have  never  considered  these  undertakings  as  very  material  to 
the  merits  of  the  case.  Many  of  the  cases  have  been  made  to  turn  upon 
very  nice  and  subtle  distinctions.  Evidence  which  is  not  necessary,  may, 
in  many  ways,  be  material.  If  it  in  any  material  degree  confirms  evi^ 
dence  arising  elsewhere,  it  is  enough. 

The  next  point  insisted  on  was,  that  the  production  in  question, — a 
pantomime, — is  not  within  the  protection  of  the  act.  The  statute  pro- 
fesses to  protect  <<  any  tragedy,  comedy,  play,  opera,  farce,  or  any  other 
dramatic  piece  or  entertainment,  composed,  and  not  printed  and  pub- 
lished by  the  author  or  his  assignee.''  It  is  said  that  pantomimes  are  not 
expressly  mentioned  in  the  act,  and  that  this  is  not  an  entire  work ;  and 
a  difficulty  has  been  suggested  as  to  the  recovery  and  apportionment  of 
penalties  for  representing  a  play,  the  joint  production  of  two  dramatists. 
That,  however,  is  not  the  case  now  before  us  :  for  it  is  not  correct  to  say 
that  the  work  in  question  is  not  an  entire  piece.  It  does  not  *ap-  i-ftooo 
pear  that  the  author  proposed  to  add  any  thing  to  it.  It  was 
complete  as  far  as  he  was  concerned  :  and,  indeed,  so  far  perfect  was  it, 
^  that  the  defendant  played  it  precisely  as  the  plaintiff*  had  composed  it. 
It  was  intended  merely  as  an  introduction  to  what  is  called,  in  theatrical 
parlance,  « the  comic  business,"  the  tricks  of  the  pantomime.  That  it 
was  valuable  property,  is  shown  by  the  defendant's  buying  it.  As  far  as 
we  can  collect  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  seems  to  us  to  be  a  dramatic 
piece,  of  the  description  the  act  was  meant  to  protect. 

Then,  it  is  said,  that  the  defendant,  who  appeared  to  have  bond  Jide 
purchased  the  work  from  one  De  Hays,  in  ignorance  of  the  plaintiS^s 
right,  is  not  an  offender,  and  consequently  is  not  liable  in  this  penal 
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action.  Whether  the  act  is  penal  or  not,  it  has  but  one  object  in  ?iew, 
viz.  to  protect  the  author,  by  inflicting  a  forfeiture  on  persons  guilty  of 
piracy.  The  second  section  enacts  that,  « if  any  person  shall,  contrarj 
to  the  intent  of  the  act,  or  right  of  the  author,  &c.,  represent,  or  cause  to 
be  represented,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  author  or  other  pro- 
prietor first  had  and  obtained,  at  any  place  of  dramatic  entertainment 
within  the  limits  of  the  act,  any  such  production  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part 
thereof,  every  such  offender  shall  be  liable,  for  each  and  every  such  repre- 
sentation, to  the  payment  of  an  amount  not  less  than  40^.,  or  to  the  full 
amount  of  the  benefit  or  advantage  arising  from  such  representation,  or  the 
injury  or  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  therefrom, — whichever  shall  be  the 
greater  damages, — to  the  author  or  other  proprietor  of  such  production  so 
represented  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act,  to  be  re- 
covered, together  with  double  costs  of  suit,  by  such  author  or  other  pro- 
prietors, in  any  court  having  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  in  that  part  of  the 
united  kingdom,  &c.,  in  which  the  offence  shall  be  committed."  The 
*8831     ^iffic^^l^y  ^^  taking  the  account  at  nisi  prius,  of  the  'benefit  arising 

to  the  one  party,  or  the  loss  to  the  other,  from  the  representation, 
would  render  the  act  altogether  illusory  if  the  penalty  were  to  be  regu- 
lated solely  by  that :  therefore  the  statute  has  very  wisely  given  the  author 
the  option  of  suing  for  the  40^.  penalty.  The  object  of  the  legislature 
was,  to  protect  authors  against  the  piratical  invasion  of  their  rights.  In 
the  sense  of  having  committed  an  qffetice  against  the  acty  of  having  done  a 
thing  that  is  prohibited,  the  defendant  t;  an  offender.  The  plaintiflf^s 
rights  do  not  depend  upon  the  innocence  or  guilt  of  the  defendant.  It 
seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  this  pantomime  is  within  the  protection  of  the 
act,  that  the  now  defendant  is  an  offender,  and  that  the  allegation  and 
proof  of  a  scienter  were  not  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  such  pro- 
tection. The  statute  would  altogether  fail  to  effect  its  object,  if  it  were 
necessary  to  show  that  the  defendant  had  a  knowledge  of  the  plaintiflPs 
right  of  property. 

The  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  is  equally  without  foundation.  The 
statute  prohibits  the  representation,  without  the  consent  of  the  author  or 
proprietor,  «at  anyplace  of  dramatic  entertainment."  The  legislature 
clearly  meant  places  where  dramatic  entertainments  are  represented,  to 
which  the  public  are  admitted.  And  what  the  legislature  meant  in  the 
statute,  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken  to  have  meant  in  his  declaration.  The 
declaration  substantially  alleges  that  the  defendant,  in  violation  of  the 
statute,  has,  without  his  consent,  caused  his  piece  to  be  exhibited  at  a 
place  of  dramatic  entertainment ;  and  that  allegation  is  sustained  bj 
showing  a  public  representation  in  a  licensed  theatre.  There  is  no  sug* 
gestion  now  that  the  evidence  did  not  sustain  the  charge.  Several  casei 
were  cited  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  it  is  not  alwajrs  sufficient  to 
*8S41    ^^^ci^b^  ^^  offence  in  the  words  of  the  statute  creating  it.    They 

all,  however,  were  cases  of  summary  convictions  by  'courts  of 
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limited  jurisdiction.     I  apprehend  that  the  nde  which  goveros  cases  of 
that  description  has  no  application  here. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  that  the  defendant  is  not  entided  to  a  rule 
upon  either  of  the  grounds  upon  which  he  has  relied.       Rule  refused.(a) 

(a)  Pa&katt  v.  BxiTASBiT.    Nov.  6,  1846. 

Tq  an  action  by  A.,  an  agent  employed  by  B.  to  cause  adyertiBements  to  be  inserted  in  news- 
papers, evidence  that  A.  gave  orders  to  C.  to  insert  sucli  advertisements  is  material  evi- 
dence in  the  county  in  which  such  ordera  were  given,  to  satisfy  an  undertaking  upon 
bringing  back  the  venue. 

Assumpsit,  by  an  advertising  agent,  against  a  member  of  the  managing  committee  of  a 
prcgected  railway  company.  The  venue,  which  had  been  removed  from  Warwiduhire  to 
London  upon  the  ordinary  affidavit,  was  restored  to  the  county  of  Wanaick  upon  an  under- 
taking by  tlie  plaintiff  to  give  material  evidence  there. 

At  the  trial  before  PATrxsozr,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  Warwick,  the  plainiiflf,  in  order  to 
satisfy  his  undertaking,  proved  that  he,  being  employed  by  the  company  to  cause  advertise- 
mentv  to  be  inserted  in  certain  newspapers,  employed  one  Tliomas,  in  Warwick,  to  procure 
one  to  be  inserted  in  a  newspaper  circuladng  in  the  county  of  Warwick. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plainti^  damages  1100/., 

WhitekurH  now  moved,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  to  him,  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground 
that  the  evidence  so  given  did  not  satisfy  the  undertaking.  He  submitted  that  the  new  con- 
tract made  by  the  plaintiff  with  Thomas  was  not  material  to  the  issue  between  these  parties, 
and  that  any  thing  done  by  Thomas  could  not  be  a  compliance  with  the  undertaking. 

*  Per  Curiam.    We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  given  did  satisfy  the  plaintiff's 
nndextaking.  Rule  refused. 


♦CHADWICK  r.  HERAPATH.    Jan.  27.  [*885 

"By  the  late  libel  act,  6  &  7  Vict  c.  96,  s.  2,  a  defendant  may  plead  that  the  libel  was  in 
serted  in  a  newspaper  without  actual  malice,  and  without  gross  negligence  \  and  that  ho 
inserted  a  full  apology;  ^nd  may  pay  money  into  court  by  way  of  amends.  The  clause 
further  enacts  ^  that,  to  such  plea  to  such  action,  it  shall  be  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to 
leply  generally,  denying  the  whole  of  such  plea;*' — Held^  that,  under  that  section,  a  plaintiff 
is  at  liberty  to  deny  the  whole,  or  any  pan  of  such  a  plea ;  and  that  a  replication  which 
admitted  that  the  libel  was  inserted  in  a  newspaper,  and  the  payment  of  money  into  court, 
and  traversed  the  insertion  of  the  libel  without  actual  malice,  and  without  gross  negligence, 
and  the  sufficiency  of  the  money  paid  into  court  as  amends,  was  good. 

Case,  for  a  libel. 

Plea,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  further  to  maintain  his  said  action, 
because  the  defendant  says  that  the  libel  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
was,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  several  grievances 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  after  the  passing  and  coming  into 
operation  of  an  act  passed  in  the  7th  year  of  the  novr  queen,  to  amend 
the  law  respecting  defamatory  words  and  libel,  contained  in  a  public 
newspaper,  to  wit,  in  HerapaMs  Railway  and  Commercial  Journal;  that 
the  said  libel  was  then  inserted  in  the  said  newspaper  without  actual 
nalice,  and  without  gross  negligence :  And  the  defendant  further  says, 
that,  after  the  publication  thereof,  and  after  the  committing  of  the  same 
grievances,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 
be  duly  in^rted  in  a  public  newspaper,  to  wit,  another  part  or  publication/ 

2  7. 
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of  the  8aid  newspaper  called  HsrapaWs  Railway  and 
a  full  apology  for  the  said  libel,  according  to  the  form  of  the  said  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided :  And  the  defendant  now  brings  into 
court  here  the  sum  of  5/.  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  way  of 
amends  for  the  injury  sustained  by  the  publication  of  the  said  libel  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned :  And 
*^fi1  ^^  defendant  further  says  that  the  ^plaintiff  has  not  sustained 
^  damages -to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  money  last 
mentioned  in  respect  of  the  said  publication,  and  the  causes  of  action  in 
the  declaration  mentioned — verification. 

Replication,  that  the  said  libel  was  not  inserted  without  actual  malice, 
and  without  gross  negligence,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  plea  alleged : 
nor  did  the  defendant  insert  a  full  apology  for  the  said  libel  according  to 
the  form  of  the  said  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  in  manner 
and  form  in  the  said  plea  in  that  behalf  alleged ;  that  the  plaintiff*  had 
sustained  damage  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  5i.  in  respect 
of  the  said  publication,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned— concluding  to  the  country. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  replication  was  bad  at 
common  law,  because  it  was  cumulative,  double,  and  multifarious,  in 
traversing  conjointly  three  distinct  and  separate  allegations,  viz.  that  the 
said  libel  was  inserted  without  actual  malice,  and  without  gross  negli- 
gence ;  that  the  defendant  inserted  a  full  apology  for  the  said  libel  accord- 
ing to*the  form  of  the  said  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said 
sum  of  5/.  paid  by  the  defendant  into  court ;  that  the  replication  traversed 
in  the  negative,  matter  which  ought  to  have  been  traversed  in  the  afErm- 
ative,  in  this,  that  it  alleged  that  Uie  said  libel  was  not  inserted  without 
actual  malice,  and  without  gross  negligence,  which  several  negative  aUe- 
gations  made  an  informal,  improper,  and  argumentative  pleading  and 
issue,  and  the  aforesaid  negative  allegations  in  the  said  plea  should  have 
been  denied  by  positive  affirmative  matter,  and  this  whether  the  replication 
was  to  be  considered  one  at  common  law,  or  was  framed  under  and  hy 
virtue  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  that,  if  the  replica- 
»gg^1    tion  was  intended  to  be  pleaded  ^according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  statute  in  that  behalf,  then  it  was  bad,  because  it  should 
have  been  so  pleaded  in  express  terms,  and  it  should  have  been  alleged 
therein  that  it  was  so  pleaded ;  that  this  replication  was  not  the  general 
replication  given  by  the  statute ;  that,  if  the  same  was  pleaded  by  Tiitue 
of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  it  was  insufficient,  in  this, 
that  it  did  not  deny  the  whole  of  the  plea,  but  admitted  a  pait  thereof, 
that  is  to  say,  that  the  libel  was  contained  in  the  public  newspaper  therein 
mentioned,  &c.  Joinder  in  demurrer. 

BoviUf  in  support  of  the  demurrer.    The  question  is  as  to  the  validi^ 
of  the  replication.    The  plea  is  firamed  in  accordance  with  the  proTisions 
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of  the  2d  MCtion  of  die  late  libel  act,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  96.  (a)  The  repli- 
cation *i8  clearly  bad  at  common  law  for  duplicity ;  but,  by  that  p«ooo 
section,  the  plaintiff  may  «« reply  generally,  denying  the  whole  of  ^ 
sueh  plea."  It  is  submitted,  however,  that,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of 
that  power,  a  plaintiff  must  adhere  to  it  stricUy,  and  he  ought  in  this  case 
to  have  traversed  the  whole  of  the  matters  alleged  in  the  plea,  and  it  is 
not  competent  for  him  to  deny  only  part.  Here,  there  are  two  allegations 
in  the  plea,  namely,  that  the  Ubel  was  contained  in  a  public  newspaper, 
and  the  bringing  of  the  51  into  court,  which  are  not  denied  in  the  repli- 
cation, (ft)  In  Leafy,  Rohsorif  13  M.  &  W.  651,  the  court  of  Exchequer 
held  a  plea  to  be  bad,  under  the  insolvent  act  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  that  did 
not  StricUy  pursue  the  form  given  by  that  statute.  [Maule,  J.  In  that 
case  the  act  virtually  prescribed  the  form  of  the  plea :  here,  the  statute  by 
no  means  gives  a  form.  The  point  raised  in  Leafy.  Robson  came  before 
this  court  in  Gillon  v.  Deare^  ant&,  vol.  ii.  p.  309.]  Under  the  express  words 
€^  this  act,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  deny  the  whole  of  the  plea.  [Maule,  J. 
Is  not  the  meaning  of  the  act,  that  the  plaintiff  may  deny  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  plea?  I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of  the  act.  The 
words,  <«  it  shall  be  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  reply  generally,  denying 
the  whole  of  such  plea,"  mean,  that  he  shall  be  at  liberty  to  deny  the 
whole,  if  he  thinks  proper.]  To  depart  from  the  plain  words  might  lead 
to  great  inconvenience.  The  next  point  is,  whether  the  plaintiff,  in  deny- 
ing the  plea,  must  not  pursue  the  correct  fonn  of  pleading.  Here,  the 
allegation  of  malice  is  denied  in  the  form  of  two  negatives.  The  plaintiff, 
in  order  to  sustain  his  action  for  libel,  is  bound  to  make  out  malice. 
[*Maule,  J.  It  is  clear  that  the  malice  mentioned  in  the  declara-  r*3g9 
tion  is  not  that  malice  which  is  negatived  by  the  plea.  C&ess-  ^ 
WELL,  J.  The  object  of  your  demurrer  is,  to  change  the  burden  of  proof 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.     Maule,  J.     The  plea  does  contain 

(d)  Which  enacto  "that  in  an  action  for  a  libel  contained  in  any  public  newspaper  or 
other  periodical  publication,  it  shall  be  competent  to  the  defendant  to  plead  that  such  libel 
was  inserted  in  such  newspaper  or  other  periodical  publication  without  actual  malice,  and 
without  gross  negligence,  and  that  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  or  at  the  earliest 
opportunity  ailerwards,  he  inserted  in  such  newspaper  or  other  periodical  publication,  a  ftiU 
apology  for  the  said  libel ;  or,  if  the  newspaper  or  periodical  publication  in  which  the  said 
Ubel  appeared,  should  be  ordinarily  pubUshed  at  intervals  exceeding  one  week,  had  offered 
to  publish  the  said  apology  in  any  newspaper  or  periodical  publication  to  be  selected  by  the 
plaintiff  in  such  action ;  and  that  every  such  defendant  shall,  upon  filing  such  plea,  be  at 
liberty  to  pay  into  court  a  sum  of  money  by  way  of  amends  for  the  injury  sustained  by  the 
publication  of  such  libel ;  and  such  payment  into  court  shall  be  of  the  nme  effect,  and  be 
available  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent,  and  be  subject  to  the  same  rules  and 
regulations  as  to  payment  of  costs  and  the  foim  of  pleading,  except  so  fiir  as  regards  the 
pleading  of  the  additional  facts  hereinbefore  required  to  be  pleaded  by  such  defendant,  as  if 
actions  for  libel  had  not  been  excepted  from  the  personal  actions  in  which  it  is  lawful  to 
pay  money  into  court,  under  an  act  passed  in  the  session  of  parliament,  held  in  the  fourth 
year  of  his  late  nuyesty,  intituled  *  An  act  for  the  further  amendment  of  the  law,  and  the 
better  advancement  of  justice ;  and  that  to  such  plea  to  such  action,  it  shall  be  competent  to 
the  plaintiff  to  reply  generally,  denying  th*  whole  of  tudi  plea.** 

(6)  Qwtr^  whether  the  contemporaneous  recording — the  proeeee^terbai  'Of  the  act  of  pay 
ing  money  into  court,  is  a  traversable  aUegatioiL 
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an  affirmative,  and  the  replication  a  negative, — as  to  the  insertion  of  the 
libel  without  actual  malice,  and  without  gross  negligence.]  The  insertion 
of  the  libel  is  admitted  on  both  sides;  the  traverse  relates  to  the  malice 
and  gross  negligence.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  traverse  is  on  the  insertion 
of  the  libel  in  a  qualified  manner.  It  is  a  compound  proposition.] 
Per  Curiam^  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


RICKETTS  and  Others  v.  JANE  BOWHAY,  Executrix  of  JOHN- 
HAYE  BOWHAY,  deceased,  and  Others.    Jan.  20. 

The  fact  of  a  icire  facias^  to  charge  a  party  as  a  member  of  a  banking  co-partnership,  under 
the  7  6.  4,0.  46,  s.  13,  having  been  issued  without  leave  of  the  court,  in  a  case  where 
such  leave  is  necessary,  or  being  ambiguous  on  the  face  of  it,  is  a  mere  irregularity,  to  be 
taken  advantage  of  on  motion,  and  promptly. 

Biit,  where  the  writ  stated  that  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  «iMre  at  the  time  of  the  judgment  and  ttUl  art* 
members  of  the  co-parmership,  and  prayed  execution  against  them  \  and  the  declaiatioa 
recited  a  tcirefacia$f  charging  them  as  executrix  and  administrator  respectively  of  persons 
who  were  members  at  the  time  of  their  retpeettoe  deatht^  (which  took  place  before  tlie  judg- 
ment,) and  praying  execution  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  deceased  in  the  bands  of  A. 
B.  and  C.  D.  as  executrix  and  administrator  to  be  administered  >—Hc/4/,  that  this  misrecital 
was  a  substantial  variance,  the  right  to  take  advantage  of  which  was  not  waived  by  the 
garnishees'  obtaining  orders  for  time  to  plead. 

QiMere,  whether  under  this  statute  recourse  can  be  had  to  the  estates  of  deceased  memben  of 
the  co-partnership. 

Judgment  having  been  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs  for  3045/.  2s,  9d.j  in 
an  action  against  one  Jonathan  Clouter,  one  of  the  registered  public 
*8901  ^^^^"^  ®f  ^^^  *Western'IHstrict'Bttnking'Company''Jor'Devon' 
and'Comwallf  a  scire /adas  was  sued  out  pursuant  to  the  7  G. 
4,  c.  46,  s.  13,  (a)  in  order  to  obtain  execution  against  Jane  Bowhay, 
James-Bennett  Job,  and  Richard-Osman  Job,  tested  the  20th  of  April, 
1846.     The  writ  was  as  follows: — 

"  Victoria,  &c.,  to  the  sheriffs  of  London,  greeting:  Whereas  F.  Rick- 
etts,  T.  James,  and  H.  J.  Enthoven,  lately,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  January) 
1845,  in  our  court,  before  Sir  N.  C.  Tindal,  knight,  our  chief  justice, 

(a)  Which  enacts  ^  that  execution  upon  any  judgment  in  any  action,  obtained  against  any 
public  officer,  for  the  time  being,  of  any  such  corporation  or  co-partnership  carrying  on  the 
business  of  banking  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  whether  as  plaintiff  or  defendant,  mvf 
be  issued  against  any  member  or  members,  for  the  time  being,  of  any  such  corporation  or 
co-parmership ;  and  that,  in  case  any  such  execution  against  any  member  or  members  for  the 
time  being  of  any  such  corporation  or  co-partnership,  shall  be  ineffectual  for  obtaining  paj- 
ment  and  satisfaction  of  the  amount  of  such  judgment,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  part]r  or 
parties  so  having  obtained  judgment  against  such  public  officer  for  the  time  being,  to  issue 
execution  against  any  person  or  persons  who  was  or  were  a  member  or  members  of  such 
corporation  or  co-partnership  at  the  time  when  the  contract  or  contracts,  or  engagement  or 
engagements,  in  [on]  which  such  judgment  may  have  been  obtained,  was  or  were  entered 
into,  or  became  a  member  or  members  at  any  time  before  such  contracts  or  engagements 
were  executed,  or  was  a  member  at  the  time  of  the  judgment  obtained  :  provided  alwB}'s, 
that  no  such  execution  as  last  mentioned  shall  be  issued  without  leave  first  granted,  on 
motion  in  open  court,  by  the  court  on  which  such  judgment  shall  have  been  obtained,  and 
when  [which]  motion  shall  be  made  on  notice  to  the  person  or  persons  sought  to  be  charged: 
nor  after  the  expiration  of  three  years  next  after  any  such  person  or  persons  shall  have 
ceased  to  be  a  member  or  members  of  such  corporation  or  co-partnership/' 
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apd  his  companions,  our  justices  of  the  bench  at  Westminster,  under, 
and  by  virtue  of,  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  by  the 
jadgment  of  the  same  court  recovered  against  Jonathan  Ciouter,  one  of 
the  present  registered  public  officers  of  certain  persons  united  in  'co-     r#Qqi 
partnership  and  carrying  on  the  trade  and  business  of  bankers  in 
England,  in   the  name  of  The- Western- DUtrict^Banking- Compani/'for' 
Devof^'and'Comwally  under  and  by  virtue  of  and  according  to  the  form 
and  effect  of  an  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed,  &c.,  intituled,  &c., 
and  that  the  said  Jonathan  Ciouter  had  been  then  duly  nominated,  ap- 
pointed, and  registered  as  such  public  officer,  and  vras  then  sued  for  and 
on  behalf  of  the  said  company,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the ' 
said  act  of  parliament  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  30452.  2^.  9d.^ 
for  their  damages  which  they  bad  sustained,  as  well  on  occasion  of  the 
not  performing  of  certain  promises  then  lately  made  by  the  said  company 
to  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven,  as  for  their  costs  and  charges 
by  them  about  their  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  whereof  the  said  J. 
Ciouter  is  convicted,  prout  patei^  &e. :  and  now,  on  behalf  of  the  said 
Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven,  in  our  same  court,  we  are  informed,  that, 
although  judgment  was  thereupon  given,  yet  execution  of  the  damages 
aforesaid  still  remains  to  be  made  to  them ;  and  we  are  also  informed  on 
behalf  of  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven,  in  our  same  court,  that 
Jane  Bowhay,  executrix  of  the  last  vMl  and  testament  o/* John-Haye  Bow- 
hay,  deceased^  and  James-Bennett' Job  and  Richard-Osman  Job,  adminis-' 
trators  with  the  wUl  annexed  of  the  effects  of  Hugh  Job,  deceased^  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  recoverifi9g  and  giving  of  the  said  judgment,  werCj  and 
from  thence  hitherto  have  been  and  stiU  are  members  of  the  said  co-partner- 
ship;  wherefore  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven  have  humbly  be- ' 
sought  us  to  provide  them  a  proper  remedy  in  this  behalf;  and  we,  being 
^filling  that  those  things  which  in  our  same  court  are  rightly  done,  should 
be  duly  carried  into  execution,  and  that  what  is  just  in  this  behalf  should 
be  done,  command  you,  that,  by  honest  and  lawful  men  of  your  bailiwick, 
you  make  known  to  the  said  Jane  Bowhay,  executrix  as  aforesaid^  and  J. 
B.  Job,  and  R.  0.  *Job,  administrators  as  aforesaid^  that  they     rtonn 
and  each  of  them  be  before  our  justices  at  Westminster,  on  the  8ih     ^ 
of  May,  1846,  to  show  cause,  if  they  have  or  know,  or  if  any  or  either  of 
them  has  or  knows,  of  any  thing  to  say  for  themselves,  himself,  or  herself, 
why  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven,  ought  not  to  have  execution 
against  the  said  Jane  Bowhay,  executrix  as  aforesaid,  and  J.  B.  Job,  and 
R.  0.  Job,  administrators  as  aforesaid,  of  the  damages  aforesaid,  accord- 
ing to  the  force,  form,  and  effect  of  the  said  recovery,  and  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  if  it  shall  seem  expedient  for  them  so 
to  do,  and  further  to  do  and  receive  what  our  said  court  shall  then  and 
there  consider  of  them  in  this  behalf,''  &c. 

On  the  24tb  of  October,  in  the  same  year,  a  declaration  was  delivered 
to  the  respective  parties  as  follows: — 
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(•LondoD,  to  wit.     The  sheriffs  of  London  were  commanded,  whereas, 
F.  Ricketts,  T.  James,  and  H»  J.  Enthoven,  lately,  in  the  court  of  our  lady 
the  queen  here,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  January,  1646,  before,  &c.,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  by  the  judg- 
ment of  the  same  court,  recovered  against  J.  Clouter,  one  of  the  then 
present  registered  public  officers  of  certain  persons  united  in  co-partner- 
ship and  carrying  on  the  trade  and  business  of  bankers  in  England,  in  the 
name  of  The  -  Western  ^District  "Banking  -  Company-for  •Devon^and  -  Com- 
wall^  under  and  by  virtue  of,  and  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of,  aa 
act  of  parliament  made  and  passed,  &c.,  intituled,  &c.,  and  which  said 
J.  Clouter  had  been  then  duly  nominated,  appointed,  and  registered,  as 
such  public  officer,  and  was  then  sued  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  com- 
pany, according  to  tlie  form  and  effect  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  ia 
such  case  made  and  provided,  3045/.  2s,  9d,,  for  their  damages,  &c., 
*8931     ^^^^^0^  *^^  s^i^  J*  Clouter  was  convicted,  prout  patet^  &c. ;  and 
then,  on  behalf  of  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven,  in  her 
majesty's  same  court,  her  majesty  was  informed,  that,  although  judgment 
was  thereupon  given,  yet  execution  of  the  damages  aforesaid  then  still 
remained  to  be  made  to  them;  and  her  majesty  was  also  then  in/armed^ 
an  behalf  of  the  said  Ricketts^  James,  and  Enthoven,  in  her  same  courty 
that  Jokn^Haye  Bowhay,  and  HugK  Job,  since  deceased,  before  and  at  the 
tiwA  of  the  recovering  and  giving  of  ^  said  judgment,  were,  and  each  of 
(hem  was,  and  from  thence  continually  up  to  and  until  and  at  the  time  of 
their  Respective  deaths  hereinafter  mentioned^  remained,  members  qfthesmd 
co-partnership  ;  and  her  majesty  was  also  then  iiformed,  on  behalf  of  tht 
satd  Ric/eetts,  James,  and  Enthoven,  in  her  sdme  court,  that  cfterwards^ 
and  after  the  givmg  and  recovering  of  the  judgment  aforesaid,  and  wkHH 
tlie  said  John-Haye  Bowhay  remained  and  continuei  such  member  of  the 
said  co-partnership,  and  before  execution  made  upon  the  said  judgment  so 
recovered  as  aforesaid,  to  toit,  on  the  2lst  of  October,  1840,  the  said  Joksr 
Haye  Bowhay  died,  having  first  duly  made  and  published  bis  last  wUl  md 
testament,  and  thereby  constituted  and  appointed  Jane  Bowhay  executrix 
thereof,  after  whose  death,  and  before  any  execution  made  upon  the  said 
judgment  so  recovered  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Jane  Bowhay  duly  proved  tk 
said  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  John-Haye  Bowhay,  and  took  upon 
herself  the  burden  of  the  execution  of  the  same;  and  her  majesty  was  (Uto 
then  ifformed,  on  behalf  of  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven^  in 
her  same  court,  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  giving  and  recovering  the 
judgment  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  said  Hugh  Job  remained  and  continued 
such  member  of  the  said  co-partnership,  and  before  execution  made  upon  the 
*fiQ41    '^  judgment  so  recovered  as  aforesaid,  to  wU,  on  the  22d  *of 
^     October,  1844,  the  said  Hugh  Job  died,  lifter  whose  death,  end 
before  execution  upon  the  said  judgment  so  recovered  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on 
the  I2th  of  September,  1845,  administration  of  all  and  singular  the  goods, 
chattels  f  and  credits  which  were  of  the  said  Hugh  Job,  deceased,  at  the  time  of 
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kU  deaihf  by  WiUiam^  hy  Divine  Protndence  Archbishop  of  Canterbury^ 
primate  qfaUEfiglandy  and  metropolitan^  in  due  form  of  law  was  granted  to 
James-Bennett  Job  and  Richard' Osman  Job^  with  the  last  vrUl  and  testa-- 
ment  of  the  said  Hugh  Job  annexed ;  as  by  the  information  of  the  said 
Bichetts^  James^  and  Enthoven^  in  her  said  majesty^s  courts  her  said  ma^ 
jesty  had  been  given  to  understand  ;  wherefore  the  said  Ricketts,  James, 
and  Enthoven  had  humbly  besought  her  said  majesty  to  provide  them  si 
proper  remedy  in  that  behalf,  and  her  majesty,  being  willing  that  those 
things  which  in  her  same  court  are  rightly  done  should  be  duly  carried 
into  execution,  and  that  what  was  just  in  that  behalf  should  be  done, 
commanded  the  said  sherifis  of  London,  that,  by  honest  and  lawful  men 
of  their  bailiwick,  they  should  make  known  to  the  said  Jane  Bowhay, 
executrix  of  the  said  John-Haye  Bowhay  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  J.  B. 
Job  and  R.  O.  Job,  administrators  of  the  said  Hugh  Job  as  aforesaid,  that 
they  and  each  of  them  should  be  before  her  majesty^s  justices  at  West- 
minster, on  the  1st  of  May,  1846,  to  show  if  they  had  or  knew,  or  if  any 
or  either  of  them  had  or  knew,  of  any  thing  to  say  for  themselves,  him- 
self, or  herself,  why  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven  ought  not  to 
have  execution  against  the  said  Jane  Bowhay,  executrix  of  the  said  John- 
Haye  Bowhay  as  aforesaid,  and  J.  B.  Job,  and  R.  O.  Job,  administrators 
of  the  said  Hugh  Job  as  aforesaid,  of  the  damages  aforesaid,  to  be  levied  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the  said  John-Haye  Bowhay  and  Hugh 
Job  respectively^  at  the  time  of  their  deaths  respectivdy^  in  the  hands  of  the 
*said  Jane  Bowhay  as  executrix  as  aforesaid^  and  of  the  said  J,  B.     r«og5 
Jb&,  OTid  R.  O.  Jobf  as  administrators  as  cforesM^  to  be  admin- 
istered^ according  to  the  force,  form,  and  effect  of  the  said  recovery,  and  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  if  it  should  seem  expedient  for 
them  so  to  do ;  and  further  to  do  and  receive  what  her  majesty's  said  court 
^ould  then  and  there  consider  of  them  in  that  behalf,  &c.     And  nowhere' 
at  this  day  come  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven,  by  F.  E.,  their 
attorney,  and  offer  themselveson  the  fourth  day  against  the  said  Jane  Bowhay, 
executrix  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  J.  B.  Job  and  R.  O.  Job,  adminis- 
trators as  aforesaid,  in  the  plea  aforesaid ;  and  the  sherif&  of  London,  to 
wit,  J.  L.  and  W.  J.  C,  esquires,  sherifis  of  London  aforesaid,  now  here 
return  that  the  said  Jane  Bowhay,  executrix  as  aforesaid^  and  the  said 
J.  B.  Job  and  R.  O.  Job,  administrators  as  aforesaid,  have  nothing  in  their 
bailiwick  whereby  or  by  which  they  can  make  known  to  them  as  by  the ' 
said  writ  they  are  commanded,  nor  is  the  said  Jane  Bowhay,  executrix  as 
aforesaid,  nor  are  the  said  J.  B.  Job  and  R.  O.  Job,*  administrators  as 
aforesaid,  nor  are  any  nor  is  either  of  them,  found  in  the  same.    And  the 
said  Jane  Bowhay,  executrix  as  aforesaid,  being  solemnly  demanded,  by 
H.  W«  S.y  her  attorney,  comes,  and  the  said  J.  B.  Job  and  R.  O.  Job,  admi- 
nistrators as  aforesaid,  being  also  demanded,  by  6.  F.  their  attorney,  also 
come.     And  thereupon  the  said  Ricketts,  James,  and  Enthoven,  pray  that' 
executioD  may  be  adjudged  to  them  against  the  said  Jane  Bowhay^  as' 
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fucb  executrix  as  aforesaid,  and  agaiast  the  said  J.  B.  Job  and  R.  0.  Job, 
[as  such  administrators  as  aforesaid,  of  the  damages  aforesaid,  to  k  lend 
of  the  goods  and  chattds  which  were  of  the  said  John-Ibj^  Bewhmf  mi 
Hugh  Jobf  respectively^  at  the  time  of  thnr  deaths  respecHvefy, «  thdr 
moqai  hands  to  he  administered^  according  to  die  force,  *lbnn,  and  eflkt 
of  the  said  recoyerjr,  and  of  the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,"  &c. 

This  declaration  was  endorsed  with  a  notice  to  plead  thereto  in  dgbt 
days,  and  with  a  demand  of  plea.  On  the  2d  of  November,  1846,  an 
order  was  obtained  on  behalf  of  J.  B.  Job  and  R.  O.  Job,  for  ten  days' 
^ime  to  plead,  «  pleading  issuably,  rejoining  gratis,  and  taking  short  notice 
of  trial;"  and,  on  the  13th,  a  second  order  was  obtained  by  them  for  a 
week's  further  time  to  plead,  <«  pleading  issuably,  without  prejudice  to 
any  application  to  set  aside  the  declaration,  as  being  inconsistent  with  (he 
writ."  Three  orders  for  time  to  plead  had  also  been  obtained  on  behalf 
of  Jane  Bowhay,  the  last  being  <<  without  prejudice  to  any  application  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings  for  irregularity." 

John-Haye  Bowhay,  the  testator,  died  on  the  21st  of  October,  1840; 
and  Hugh  Job,  the  intestate,  on  the  30th  oS  October,  1844;  both  having 
been  members  of  the  co-partnership  at  the  time  of  their  respective  deaths. 
'  It  did  not  appear  when  the  debt  was  contracted.  But  the  co-partnership 
was  dissolved  on  the  14th  of  August,  1844,  and  the  judgment  against 
Clouter,  one  of  the  public  officers,  was  obtained  on  the  7th  of  Januaiy, 
1845.    No  execution  had  issued  against  any  of  the  shareholders. 

Upon  affidavits  detailing  these  facts,  and  alleging  that  the  sdrefedas 
was  sued  without  leave  of  the  court,  and  without  any  previous  notice  to 
the  parties, 

Jlf.  Smithy  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  on  behalf  of  James-Bennett  Job 
sind  Richard-Osman  Job  and  Jane  Bowhay,  respectively,  obtained  rales 
nisi  to  set  aside  the  scire  facias^  the  declaration,  and  all  subsequent  pro> 
ceedings,  or  the  declaration  and  subsequent  proceedings.  He  submitted, 
tjiat,  although,  in  ordinary  cases,  the  obtaining  an  order  for  time  to  plead 
"€971  ^^i^^s  A^  irregularity  in  ^process  or  declaration,  that  rule  could 
not  be  applied  to  a  case  of  this  description,  where  the  writ  was 
if  together  a  nullity,  and  the  declaration,  without  a  writ  to  warrant  it.  He 
Fifferred  to  Cross  v.  Law^  6  M.  &  W.  217,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  789;  WkUUiy 
tfiry  V.  Law^  6  N.  C.  346,  8  Scott,  663 ;  and  Emrdky  v.  Imo,  12  Ad.  It 
E-  802. 

.  Chmndlf  Serjt.,  showed  cause.  That  which  is  complained  of  is  mere 
irregularity,  and  is  waived  by  obtaining  time  to  plead,  upon  die  terms  on 
i^jich  time  is  uniformly  granted. 

The  first  objection  relied  on  to  support  the  rules,  is,  that  this  scire  facias 
issued  without  the  leave  of  the  court.  The  thirteenth  section  of  the  statute 
^pables  a  creditor  having  obtained  judgment  against  the  public  officer  of 
a  banking  co-partnership,  to  issue  execution  against  three  classes  of  pe^ 
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fiODS — first)  members  for  the  time  being — sec<Micll7,  members  at  the  time 
when  the  contract  was  entered  into — ^thirdly,  members  at  the  time  of  th^ 
judgment  obtained.  As  against  the  last  two  classes,  the  leave  of  the 
court  is  necessary  before  a  scire  facias  can  issue ;  but  no  leave  is  required 
for  the  issuing  of  a  writ  against  members  of  the  first  class,  within  which 
these  parties  fall.  [Maule,  J.  This  writ  is  ambiguous  on  the  fece  of  itc 
as  expounded  by  the  declaration,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiffs  seek  to  have 
recourse  against  the  estates  of  persons  who  were  members  of  the  co-part« 
nership  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  but  who  were  not  members  at  the  tim^ 
of  the  judgment.]  The  writ  is  at  all  events  good  upon  the  face  of  it. 
And,  suppose  leave  of  the  court  was  necessary,  the  issuing  the  writ  with* 
out  it  is  only  an  irregularity.  In  Bradky  v.  Warhurgj  11  M.  &  W.  452^ 
by  an  act  of  parliament  (4  &  5  Viitt.  c.  Ixxxix,)  incorporating  The  Patent* 
*RoUing'and*Compressing'Iron' Company f  it  was  provided  that  t*q6^ 
every  judgment  against  the  nominal  defendant  might  be  executed 
against  the  person  and  estate  of  every  shareholder,  provided  "that  nd 
such  execution  should  issue  without  leave  first  granted  by  the  court  ill 
which  such  judgment  should  have  been' obtained,  upon  motion  in  courts 
and  after  notice  of  motion:"  and  it  was  held  that  the  circumstance  of  a 
scire  facias  having  issued  without  the  leave  of  the  court,  could  not  b^ 
pleaded  as  a  defence  in  bar  of  the  action,  but  was  an  irregularity  merely^ 
for  which  an  application  might  be  made  to  the  court  to  set  aside  the  writ. 
Supposing,  therefore,  this  writ  to  have  been  irregularly  issued,  that  ob- 
jection has  been  waived  by  the  laches  of  the  parties. 

The  declaration  docs,  in  some  unimportant  respects,  differ  from  th^ 
writ.  The  writ  states  that  Jane  Bowhay  and  the  two  Jobs  were  at  th^ 
time  of  the  judgment,  and  still  are,  members  of  the  co-partnership,  and 
prays  execution  against  them ;  and,  though  it  adds  their  representative 
character,  it  does  not  seek  to  charge  them  in  that  character.  The  decla-^ 
ration  states  that  the  testator  and  intestate  were  at  the  time  of  the  judg-* 
ment,  and  thence  until  their  respective  deaths  remained,  members:  it 
then  states  their  deaths,  and  the  grant  of  probate  and  letters  of  adminis* 
tration  to  Jane  Bowhay  and  the  two  Jobs  respectively ;  and  prays  execu-^ 
tion  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  testator  and  intestate.  [Maule^ 
J.  Upon  this  writ,  the  plaintiffs  might  have  declared  either  against  thd 
estates  of  the  testator  and  intestate,  or  against  these  parties  as  present 
shareholders^  They  have  elected  the  former  course.  It  is  consistent 
with  the  declaration  that  the  shares  of  the  deceased  persons  never  camd 
to  their  representatives.]  There  can  be  no  objection  to  suing  out  the  writ 
generally,  and  declaring  in  a  more  limited  manner*  Suppose  the  writ  i^ 
good,  the  variance  between  it  and  the  declaration  may  be  *matter  r«oqq 
of  error ;  and  the  court  will,  if  there  be  any  doubt,  leave  the 
parties  to  that  remedy.  [V.  Williams,  J.  It  is  not  mere  matter  of  form. 
Do  the  representatives  of  deceased  shareholders  become  members  of  the 
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co-partnership  at  all  ?]  That  consideration  may  introduce  a  difficnlty  as 
to  the  declaration,  and  may  make  it  important  to  preserve  the  writ. 

M.  Smithy  in  support  of  the  rules.  An  executor  or  an  administrator 
cannot,  as  such,  do  any  act  to  make  himself  a  partner  in  a  joint-stock 
company :  it  was  so  decided  by  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  in  the  recent  case 
of  Barker  v.  Buttress^  7  Beaven,  134. 

The  writ,  as  issued,  did  not  necessarily  require  the  leave  of  the  court. 
But,  taking  the  declaration  as  expounding  the  writ,  the  necessity  for  a 
previous  application  to  the  court  is  made  apparent.  The  objection  to  the 
writ  is  not  mere  form :  it  goes  to  the  very  substance  of  the  matter.  A 
party  moving  for  a  scire  facias  in  order  to  have  execution  against  former 
members  of  a  banking  company,  on  a  judgment  against  the  registered 
public  officer,  must  show  that  he  has  made  substantial  and  htmd  fide  en- 
deavours to  obtain  an  available  execution  against  the  present  members; 
and  the  court  will  decide,  on  the  motion,  whether  sufficient  diligence  has 
been  used  in  the  particular  case:  Eardley  v.  Law^  12  Ad.  &  £.  802.(a) 
Coleridge,  J.,  there  says :  <'The  statute  distinguishes  between  the  class 
of  persons  primarily,  and  the  class  secondarily,  liable.  The  last  are  to  be 
called  upon  only  after  certain  proceedings  have  been  taken  against  the 
first.  Mr.  Wighiman  was  compelled  to  admit,  that,  according  to  his  view, 
the  proceedings  against  the  first  were  to  be  taken  almost  proformA.  But 
"'9001  ^^^^  stultifies  the  act.  It  is  clear,  that,  for  proceeding  ^against  the 
second  class  of  persons,  leave  must  be  obtained  from  the  court; 
but,  if,  to  warrant  the  proceeding,  a  formal  act  only,  and  nothing  substan- 
tial, were  required,  the  provision  as  to  leave  would  be  unnecessary. 
Something  real  must  have  been  done,  and  bondfidej  before  a  plaintiff  can 
ask  for  his  remedy  against  the  persons  secondarily  liable."  Here,  the 
declaration  introduces  a  totally  different  liability  from  that  mentioned  in 
the  writ,  and  shows  that  the  parties  now  sought  to  be  charged,  have  been 
deprived  of  the  notice  and  inquiry  the  statute  intended  that  they  should 
have.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether,  by  obtaining  time  to 
plead,  you  do  not  treat  the  declaration  as  one  requiting  a  plea.]  'Hat 
undoubtedly  would  be  so  in  an  ordinary  case :  but  it  would  not  be  doing 
substantial  justice  to  apply  that  rule,  in  all  its  strictness,  to  a  case  upon 
this  act  of  parliament. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  Considerable  difficulty  has  arisen  in  this  case  from  the 
anxiety  of  the  court  to  do  what  is  just  and  proper  in  the  particular  case, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  to  avoid  infringing  a  general  rule  of  practice.  The 
effect  of  taking  a  step  in  a  cause  after  notice  of  an  irregularity,  and  the 
propriety  and  duty  of  promptly  taking  advantage  of  a  technical  objection, 
have  always  been  considered  matters  of  very  considerable  importance. 
Without  intending  at  all  to  infringe  the  rule  that  the  obtaining  an  order  for 
time  to  plead,  operates  as  a  waiver  of  any  irregularity  in  the  writ  or  the 
declaration,  I  think  we  may,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case, 

(a)  And  see  Field  t.  Mackenzie^  post,  VoL  IV. 
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grant  the  relief  prayed.  The  question  arises  upon  a  comparatively  modem 
act  of  parliament,  which  imposes  liabilities,  and  confers  remedies,  ex- 
emptions, and  discharges  of  an  entirely  new  character;  and  much  difficulty 
occurs  in  giving  effect  to  them  consistently  with  the  application  of  the 
ordinary  rules  by  which  the  discretion  of  the  court  is  governed. 

•The  remedies  given  by  the  act  to  persons  who  have  contracted  rtgot 
with  a  joint-stock  banking  company,  are  to  be  pursued  against 
the  public  officer.  A  judgment  obtained  against  him  is  to  enure  to  the 
eflect  of  giving  a  right  to  have  execution  against  different  classes  of  per- 
sons upon  different  conditions.  The  13th  section  enacts,  «that  execution 
upon  any  judgment  in  any  action  obtained  against  any  public  officer  for 
the  time  being  of  any  such  corporation  or  co-partnership  carrying  on  the 
business  of  banking  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  whether  as  plaintiff 
or  defendant,  may  be  issued  against  any  member  or  members^  for  the  time 
beings  of  such  corporation  or  co-partnership :  and  that,  in  case  any  such 
execution  against  any  member  or  members,  for  the  time  being,  of  any 
such  corporation  or  co-partnership  shall  be  ineffectual  for  obtaining  pay- 
ment and  satisfaction  of  the  amount  of  such  judgment,"  upon  that  con- 
dition, and  in  that  case,  « it  shall  be  lawAil  for  the  party  or  parties  so 
having  obtained  judgment  against  such  public  officer  for  the  time  being, 
to  issue  execution  against  any  person  or  persons  who  was  or  were  a 
member  or  members  of  such  corporation  or  co-partnership  at  the  time  when 
the  contract  or  contracts^  or  engagement  or  engagements,  on  which  such 
judgment  may  have  been  obtained,  was  or  were  entered  into^  or  became  a 
number  or  members  at  any  time  before  such  contracts  or  engagements  were 
executedj^^ — thus  rendering  liable  persons  who  would  not  have  been  liable 
at  common  law, — (cor  was  a  member  at  tlie  time  of  the  judgment  obtatned^^* 
— without  regard  to  whether  they  were  partners  at  the  time  the  contracts 
ivere  entered  into  or  executed.  The  clause  having  given  this  extra- 
ordinary remedy,  then  proceeds  to  enact  that  <<no  such  execution  as  last 
mentioned  shall  be  issued  without  leave  first  granted,  on  motion  in  open 
court,  by  the  court  in  which  such  judgment  shall  have  been  obtained, 
and  when  [which?]  motion  shall  be  made  on  notice  to  the  person  or 
persons  sought  to  be  charged,  *nor  after  the  expiration  of  three  (-•qq^ 
years  next  after  any  such  person  or  persons  shall  have  ceased  to 
be  a  member  or  members  of  such  corporation  or  co-partnership."  Under 
these  circumstances,  it  is  obvious  that  it  may  not  always  be  very  easy  to 
apply,  to  cases  arising  upon  this  act,  the  ordinary  rules  of  law.  The 
legislature  has  sought  to  make  the  remedy  co-extensive  with  the  incon- 
venience intended  to  be  obviated.  And,  accordingly,  the  leave  of  the 
court  is,  in  certain  cases,  to  be  obtained  before  execution  can  be  issued, 
and  notice  is  to  be  given  to  the  party  sought  to  be  charged.  What  notice 
shall  be  given,  must,  of  course,  be  decided  by  the  court.  When  the 
parties  are  before  it,  the  court  will  inquire  within  which  of  the  three 
classes  described  in  the  13th  section  the  persons  against  whom  execution 
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is  prayedy  fall.  Further,  the  court  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  ascertain- 
ing that  the  execution  against  members  of  the  first  class  has  been  in- 
effectual,  before  recourse  is  had  to  the  second  and  third;  that  is,  that  all 
due  means  have  been  taken  to  obtain  satisfaction  against  the  parties 
primarily  liable,  before  execution  is  allowed  to  go  against  those  whose 
liability  only  arises  on  their  default.  That  is  a  matter  which  obviously 
goes  to  the  substantial  merits.  Let  us  see  what  has  been  done  here. 
The  plaintiff,  having  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  public  officer  of 
Jlie' Western- Distnct" Banking' Company^  without  any  leave  of  the  court, 
sues  out  a  scire  facias  against  Jane  Bowhay,  describing  her  as  «<  executrix 
of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  John-Haye  Bowhay,  deceased,"  and 
against  James-Bennett  Job  and  Richard-Osman  Job,  describing  them  as 
><  administrators  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  effects  of  Hugh  Job,  de- 
ceased." It  may  be  observed  that  this  writ  appears  to  be  framed  with 
studied  ambiguity.  Though  it  describes  the  parties  in  their  representative 
characters,  it  does  not  profess  to  take  a  remedy  against  them  in  that 
character,  but  personally, — leaving  the  description  contained  in  the  writ 
*9031  ^^PP^^'ciitb'  iiiiinaterial ;  for,  if  co-partners  or  shareholders,  it  is 
perfectly  immaterial  whether  they  are  executrix  and  administrators 
or  not ;  their  liability  being  laid  as  a  liability  in  respect  of  the  membership. 
If  an  application  had  been  made  by  the  persons  thus  sought  to  be  chaiged, 
to  set  aside  the  writ  when  so  issued,  the  answer  would  have  been — that 
they  were  charged  as  persons  who  were  members  of  the  co-partnership  at 
the  time  of  the  judgment,  and  who  also  continued  to  be  members  at  the 
time  being.  No  one,  therefore  could  have  felt  justified  in  advising  an 
application  to  set  aside  the  writ  in  the  first  instance.  Then  comes  the 
declaration.  When  delivered^  what  is  its  form  ?(a)  It  professes  to  recite 
the  writ,  but  it  in  truth  recites  a  totally  different  one:  it  recites  a  writ, 
stating,  that  John-Haye  Bowhay  and  Hugh  Job  were  members  of  the 
co-partnership  in  question  at  the  time  of  the  judgment,  and  so  remained 
until  the  time  of  their  respective  deaths ;  that  John-Haye  Bowhay  died 
after  judgment,  and  before  execution,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  of  October,  1840, 
and  that  his  will  was  duly  proved  by  Jane  Bowhay,  his  executrix ;  and 
that  Hugh  Job  also  died  after  judgment  and  before  execution,  to  wit,  on 
the  22d  of  October,  1844,  and  that  administration  of  his  efiects  was 
granted  to  James-Bennett  Job  and  Richard-Osman  Job.  There  is  no 
such  writ.  The  writ  originally  sued  out  then  alleges  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  prayed  her  majesty  to  provide  them  a  proper  remedy,  and  that 
thereupon  the  sheriff  is  commanded  to  make  known  to  ^«  the  said  Jane 
Bowhay,  executrix  as  aforesaid,  and  J.  B.  Job  and  R.  0.  Job,  admin- 
istrators as  aforesaid,"  that  they  be  before  the  justices  on  a  certain  day, 
to  show  cause  why  execution  should  not  issue  against  them.  The  writ 
recited  in  the  declaration,  however,  now  discloses  that  the  plaioti& 

J  a)  Usually  the  declaration  in  icirefaeitu  does  not  recite^  but  tett  out  the  writ  m  Iuk  vaM 
slleges  the  sheriff '»  return  mad  the  appearance  of  the  sarniahe»-*defeiidaiit 
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'^seek  to  charge  the  parlies,  not  as  members  of  the  co-partnership  at  rugni 
the  time  of  the  contract,  or  at  the  time  of  the  judgment,  or  as  mem« 
bers  at  the  time  being,  whatever  that  may  mean ;  but  it  calls  upon  them  to 
show  cause  why  execution  should  not  be  had  against  them,  of  the  damages 
aforesaid — « to  be  levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels  which  were  of  the  said 
John-Haye  Bowhay  and  Hugh  Job  respectively,  in  the  hands  of  the  said 
Jane  Bowhay,  as  executrix  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  said  J.  B.  Job  and  R» 
0.  Job,  as  administrators  as  aforesaid,  to  be  administered,"  &c.  It  is  to 
be  remembered  that  a  judgment  against  several  partners,  one  of  whom 
dies,  survives  against  the  others :  and  there  is  nothing  in  this  aCt  of  par* 
liament  to  alter  the  effect  of  the  death  of  a  party  in  this  respect.  It  is  now 
suggested  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  purpose  and  object  of  this 
writ, — in  itself  susceptible  of  two  constructions, — are  by  the  declaration 
shown  to  be,  that  it  should  attach  upon  a  construction  which  rendered 
necessary  a  notice  that  has  not  been  given,  and  an  inquiry  which  has  no^ 
been  gone  into ;  and  that  they  now  for  the  first  time  learn,  from  the  expla* 
nation  and  construction  put  upon  the  writ  by  the  plaintiffs  themselves, 
that  it  is  defective. 

This  being,  as  already  observed,  a  comparatively  modem  act,  and  one 
that  has  not  been  much  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  court — ex« 
cept  with  regard  to  the  mode  of  introducing  parties  on  the  record,  and 
the  mode  of  taking  advantage  of  an  irregularity  in  issuing  a  scire  facias 
without  the  leave  of  the  court,  where  such  leave  is  necessary — it  behooved 
the  parties  here  called  upon,  to  consider  well  the  course  they  should  pur- 
sue. Accordingly,  the  declaration  having  been  delivered  on  the  24th  of 
October,  1846,  they  obtained  orders  for  time  to  plead.  Generally  speak* 
ing,  time  to  plead  is  obtained  upon  condition  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  to  be 
embarrassed  by  any  thing  that  does  not  go  to  the  substantial  merits.  All 
defences  of  that  sort  are  waived.  Can  it  be  *contended  that  the  ob*  r^,^^^ 
jection  relied  on  in  this  case,  does  not  go  to  the  merits,  because  it  is  ^ 
not  matter  of  pleading  ?  A  general  demurrer  is  held  to  be  consistent  with  the 
true  construction  of  the  condition  to  plead  issuably,  because  it  must  go  to  the 
merits  of  the  case.  A  party  is  not  to  be  precluded  from  taking  an  ob- 
jection which  goes  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  though  it  assumes  the  form 
of  an  irregulariiy*  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  objection  to  this  writ  is  well 
founded,  and  goes  to  the  whole  substance  and  merits  of  the  case  ;  and 
that,  regard  being  had  to  the  course  pursued  by  the  plaintiffs  in  creating 
the  ambiguity,  the  case  is  not  to  be  held  to  fall  within  the  ordinary  rule, 
which  precludes  a  defendant  firom  taking  such  an  objection  at  so  late  a 
period.  I  therefore  think  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  for  setting  aside 
the  writ  as  well  as  the  declaration. 

Maule,  J.  The  statute  gives  a  different  mode  of  proceeding  against 
parties  who  were  members  at  the  time  of  the  contract  or  of  the  judgment, 
from  that  which  it  gives  against  members  for  the  lime  being.  Where  a 
icire  facias  issues  against  one  who  is  a  member  for  the  time  being,  that  i§| 
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at  the  time  tht  writ  issues,  no  leave  of  the  court  is  necessary :  but,  in  the 
other  cases,  leave  must  first  be  obtained  on  motion  in  open  court,  and 
vrhich  motion  is  to  be  made  on  notice  to  the  person  sought  to  be  charged. 
Here,  it  is  sought  to  charge  the  parties  in  respect  of  the  liabikty  of  the 
testator  and  intestate  whom  they  respectively  represent.  It  may  be  found 
that  the  statute  gives  np  remedy  in  such  a  case :  but,  at  all  events,  it  must 
be  subject  to  all  the  conditions  that  are  incident  to  the  liability  of  the  par- 
ticular class  to  which  they  belong — notice,  where  notice  is  necessary,  and 
some  attempt  to  obtain  satisfaction  against  parties  primarily  liable.  No 
sueh  notice  has  been  given,^or  attempt  made,  here.  The  writ  states  that 
Jane  Bowhay  and  the  two  Jobs  were  at  the  time  qf^  the  judgment^ 
<!  and  still  are^  members  of  the  co-partnership  :  in  the  latter  capacity, 
they  would  not  be  entitled  to  notice ;  but,  in  the  former,  a  previous  no- 
tice,  and  leave  of  the  court,  would  be  necessary.  To  be  regular,  the  writ 
should  enable  the  party  charged  to  see  whether  or  not  it  is  a  writ  that  re- 
quires notice,  viz.  whether  it  seeks  to  charge  him  as  a  present  member  of 
the  co-partnership,  or  as  a  member  at  one  of  the  other  periods  pointed  out 
in  the  act.  This  writ,  therefore,  being  equivocal  in  this  respect,  is  irregu- 
lar in  point  of  form,  and  might,  I  think,  have  been  set  aside  on  that 
ground.  That,  however,  is  an  objection  which  the  defendants  have  passed 
by.  They  now  object  that  the  substance  of  the  transaction  is,  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  seeking  to  charge  them  in  respect  of  a  liability  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  judgment,  and  that  therefore  notice  and  leave  of  the  court  were 
necessary.  The  absence  of  notice  of  a  proceeding  requiring  notice,  is 
clearly  an  objection  of  substance,  and  not  of  mere  form.  The  statute, 
they  say,  does  not  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  have  execution  against  them, 
until  due  means  have  been  taken  to  obtain  satisfaction  from  the  parties 
primarily  liable,  and  due  notice  given  to  them.  That  is  an  objection 
which  is  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  writ,  but  appears  only  when  the 
declaration  is  delivered.  Upon  the  delivery  of  the  declaration,  the  de- 
fendants obtained  orders  for  time  to  plead,  upon  the  usual  condition  on 
which  that  indulgence  is  granted — that  of  pleading  issuably.  According 
to  the  ordinary  practice,  the  time  for  taking  advantage  of  a  variance  be- 
tween the  writ  and  the  declaration,  runs  from  the  time  of  the  filing  or  de- 
livery of  the  declaration.  The  question  is,  whether  a  defendant  waives 
that  right  by  obtaining  time  to  plead.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  is 
insisted  that,  by  obtaining  time  to  plead,  the  defendants  have  elected  to 
treat  the  declaration  as  a  thing  requiring  a  plea.    I  do  not,  however,  eon- 

'^9071  ^^^^^^^^  ^^^y  ^^^'^  ^^^^  ^*  Suppose  this  to  be  a  '^case  of  fraud, 
^  I  think,  upon  the  authority  of  Campbell  v.  Fknung,  1  Ad.  &  £. 
40,  3  N.  &  M.  834,  it  was  competent  to  the  defendants  to  elect ;  fix, 
fraud  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  proceedings,  except  at  the  election  of 
the  party  defrauded.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  take  fraud  into  considera- 
tion, as  there  would  be  the  same  right  of  election  upon  matter  of  allega- 
tion, as  upon  the  warranty  of  a  horse.     I  conceive  the  proper  time  for  the 
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defendants  to  make  their  ele<;tion,  in  a  case  like  this,  was,  the  time  of 
pleading,  and  not  before.  The  condition  imposed  upon  a  defendant  by 
the  practice  of  the  court,  under  such  circumstances,  is  rather  a  negative 
than  a  positive  condition  ;  it  is  that  he  shall  not  plead  umssuably^  that  he 
shall  not  plead  a  non-issuable  plea,  or  one  calculated  to  entangle  the 
plaintiff  in  the  mazes  of  special  pleading.  He  does  not  admit  that  the 
declaration  is  one  that  must  be  pleaded  to,  but  that  it  is  one  to  which  he 
is  bound  to  plead  before  his,  time  for  pleading  has  expired,  or  in  respect 
of  which  he  will  avail  himself  of  a  defence  which  falls  within  the  condition, 
that  is,  that  he  will  set  up  some  substantial  answer.  He  may  demur 
generally ;  but  he  may  not  avail  himself  of  a  mere  technical  defence,  by 
special  demurrer.  The  statute  under  which  this  question  arises,  is  one  of 
a  very  peculiar  nature.  If  the  defence  here  was  one  that  could  be  pleaded, 
it  would  undoubtedly  aflbrd  a  good  answer  on  the  merits :  but  I  ag^ee 
\%'ith  the  court  of  Exchequer,  in  Bradley  v.  Warburg^  in  thinking  that  it 
is  ground  for  motion  only,  and  not  for  a  plea.  And,  being  matter  of  sub* 
stance,  and  not  of  mere  form,  I  think  the  parties  are  not  too  late  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  objection. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  quite  agree  with  the  lord  chief  justice,  and  my  brothet 
Ma0le,  that  the  justice  of  the  case  requires  that  this  rule  should  be  mad^ 
absolute.  I  have,  however,  had  a  difficulty  in  satisfying  my  mind  that 
*there  was  any  proper  legal  ground  for  coming  to  that  conclusion,  r^qno 
by  reason  of  the  general  rule,  that  a  defendant,  by  obtaining  an  ** 
order  for  time  to  plead,  admits  that  the  declaration  requires  an  answer, 
and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  by  plea  or  general  demurrer.  But  the  ground  on 
which  I  found  my  judgment,  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  here  have  been  guilty 
of  a  species  of  fraud  upon  the  practice  of  the  court,  which  prevents  the 
application  of  that  general  rule.  From  the  form  of  this  writ  of  scire  facias^ 
it  might  be  that  no  leave  of  the  court  was  necessary  for  the  issuing  it.  It 
states  that  the  parties  against  whom  execution  is  prayed,  viz.  Jane  Bowhay 
and  the  two  Jobs,  were  members  of  the  co«partnership  at  the  time  of  the 
judgmenty  and  at  the  time  being.  It  might  have  been  sufficient  to  declare 
against  them  as  partners  at  either  of  those  periods.  In  the  one  case,  no- 
tice and  leave  of  the  court  would  be  necessary ;  in  the  other,  not.  The 
declaration,  however,  when  delivered,  does  not  appear  to  be  founded  upon 
that  writ :  and  I  cannot  imagine  the  discrepancy  between  them  to  have 
been  accidental.(a)  It  states  that  the  testator  and  intestate  were  respect- 
ively members  at  the  time  of  their  deaths,  and  then  proceeds  to  charge 
Jane  Bowhay  and  the  two  Jobs  in  their  representative  characters,  not  aver- 
ring them  to  be  members  of  the  co-partnership  at  all.  It  may  very  well 
be  doubted  whether  the  testator  and  intestate  were  liable  at  all,  or  whethet 

(a)  The  explanation  given  by  the  affidavits  in  answer  to  the  rule,  was,  that  tbe  plaioliffii 
had  been  misled  by  the  returns  filed  at  tbe  stamp^ffice  pursuant  to  the  statute,  from  which 
tliey  Were  induced  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  icirefaciaa  to  believe,  that  Johu-Haye  Bowhay 
and  Hugh  Job  were  living,  and  were  still  members  of  the  co-parmcrsliip. 
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Ike  parties  now  before  the  court  are  liable  in  fespect  o^  aslset^.  Upon  the 
ground,  therefore,  that  the  plaintifis  have  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  upon  the 
statute  and  upon  the  courts  a  fraud  calculated  to  betray  the  defendants 
*909l  *^^^  ^  difficulty,  I  think  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the  ordi- 
-'  nary  practice,  and  that  this  rule  should  be  made  absolute  in  its 
terms. 

V.  Williams,  J.  I  also  have,  with  great  difficulty,  arrived  at  the  con-^ 
elusion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  I  think  it  was  properly 
decided  in  Bradley  v.  Warburg^  diat  an  execution  issued  under  a  statutory 
authority  of  this  sort  without  leave  of  the  court,  is  not  a  nullity,  but  that 
it  is  an  irregularity  only,  which  is  to  be  taken  advantage  of  by  motion, 
and  not  by  plea«  When  the  declaration  in  this  case  was  delivered,  the 
parties  called  upon  by  the  writ  had  two  courses  open  to  them, — either  to 
answer  it  by  plea  or  by  demurrer^  or  to  mo?e  to  set  aside  the  writ,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  on  the  face  of  it  ambiguous,  or  on  the  ground  that  it 
had  improperly  issued  without  the  previous  leave  of  the  courts  Of  the 
existence  of  this  latter  objection,  the  parties  could  have  had  no  notice 
until  the  plaintiffs  had  by  their  declaration  expounded  the  writ.  The 
question  is,  whether,  by  obtaining  time  to  plead,  the  defendants  in  the 
scire  Jacias  have  precluded  themselves  from  urging  the  objection.  If  it 
be  a  mere  irregularity,  I  think  they  have.  A  defendant  who  obtains  time 
to  plead,  undertakes  to  answer  the  action  by  plea  or  demurrer,  and  waives 
his  right  to  offer  any  mere  technical  objection.  The  defendants  in  this 
case,  therefore,  must  be  taken  to  have  waived  their  right  to  object  to 
the  scire  facias  on  the  score  of  ambiguity.  The  only  doubt  arises  on  the 
other  ground, — that  the  scire  facias  has  issued  without  leave  of  the 
court,  in  a  case  in  which,  as  appears  from  the  declaration,  the  leave  of  the 
court  was  necessary.  Bradley  v.  Warburg  is  an  authority  to  show  that 
the  issuing  of  a  scire  facias  without  the  leave  of  the  court,  is  only  a  ground 
*9101  ^^  UQOtion  for  irregularity.  I  feel,  therefore,  the  greatest  *difficulty 
in  coming  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  the  objection  is  waived 
by  obtaining  time  to  plead,  because  I  conceive  there  are  no  degrees  of  ir« 
regularity.  Rules  of  practice  are  not  to  be  varied  according  to  the 
greater  or  less  amount  of  inconvenience  which  may  arise  in  their  appli* 
cation  to  the  particular  case.  Either  this  writ  was  a  nullity,  that  might 
have  been  objected  to  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings,  or  the  issuing  it 
was  an  irregularity,  of  which  the  parties  were  bound  to  take  advantage 
at  the  earliest  possible  moment.  The  reluctance  I  feel  in  concurring  with 
the  rest  of  the  courts  arises  from  an  apprehension  that  it  will  be  an  undue 
interference  with  the  general  rule.  Upon  the  ground,  however,  of  the 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in  varying  their  ground  of  complaint  in 
the  declaration  from  that  which  appeared  in  the  writ,  I,  with  some  hesi- 
tation,  have  Come  to  the  conclusion  that  we  may  regard  this,  not  as  a 
case  of  irregularity  merely,  but  as  one  in  which  the  defendants  have, 
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under  the  special  circumstances,  come  to  the  court  within  a  reasonable 
time.  Upon  that  ground,  therefore,  I  think  .this  rule  may  properly  be 
made  absolute.  Rule  absolute. 


WHITLING  V.  DES  ANGES.    Jan.  20. 

A  plea  in  mbatement,  fat  the  non-jomder  ofaccHsontzBctoTf  which  piayt  juclf^mentof  the  dteUk'- 
ration  only,  is  informal ;  it  ought  to  pray  judgment  of  the  writ  and  dulmrotiork 

Assumpsit  on  a  bill  of  exchange.  Plea  in  abatement,  praying  jndg- 
ment  of  the  declaration^  on  the  ground  the  promises  therein  mentioned 
were  made  by  the  defendant  jointly  with  A.  B.,  who  is  still  living,  and 
resident  within  the  jurisdiction,  &c. 

•Special  demurrer,  for  that  the  defendant  should  have  prayed     r»Qii 
indgment  of  the  writ  and  declaraiion^  and  not  of  the  declaration 
only.     Joinder. 

Channell^  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  It  was  for  some  time' 
doubted  whether,  since  the  uniformity-of-process  act,  (a)  a  plea  of  non- 
joinder ought  to  pray  judgment  of  the  writ;  but  that  doubt  is  now  set  at 
rest  by  the  recent  decision  in  the  Exchequer,  in  Davies  v.  Thomson^ 
14  M.  &  W.  161,  where  it  was  expressly  held,  that  a  plea  in  abatement, 
for  the  non-joinder  of  a  co-contractor,  which  prays  judgment  of  the  decla^ 
ration^  and  that  the  same  may  be  quashed,  is  informal ;  it  ought  to  pray 
indgment  of  the  writ  and  declaration,  (i) 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  contrcly  admitted  that  he  could  not  distinguish  this 
<?ase  from  Davies  v.  Thomson.  But  he  proposed  to  do  what  appears,  from 
the  report  of  that  case  in  the  Jurist,  (c)  to  have  been  done  there  at  the  sug* 
gestion  of  the  court,  viz.  that  the  plaintiff  should  amend  his  declaration  by 
inserting  the  name  of  the  co-contractor  as  a  defendant,  the  now  defend- 
ant undertaking  for  his  appearance,  and  to  admit,  that,  if  he  should  him- 
self be  proved  liable  to  the  plaintiff's  demand,  the  co-contractor  was 
jointly  liable  with  him — without  costs  on  either  side. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  That  is  a  mere  collateral  matter  which  forms  no  part 
of  the  judgment  of  the  court.  Upon  demurrer  it  is  impossible  for  us  to 
impose  terms.     The  plaintiflTmust  have  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifT. 


s 


a)  2  W.  4,  c.  39. 

6)  Adopted  in  Stephen  on  Pleading,  4th  edit.  p.  94.  (e^  Vol.  IX.  p.  736. 


♦MATTHEWS  v.  LEAPINGWELL.    Jan.  21.  ['912 

To  entitle  a  landholder  to  bring  an  action  by  way  of  appeal  against  a  decision  of  an  assistant 
tithe-commissioner  under  the  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  71,  directing  tithes  to  be  paid  in  kind,  the 
yearly  value  of  the  payment  to  be  made  by  him  thereunder  must  exceed  20L 

And  9tmbU,  that,  in  estimating  such  value,  he  is  not  entitled  to  take  into  the  accoant  lands 
held  by  him -as  tenant  in  common  with  another  who  is  no  party  to  the  appeak 
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'the  landholders  of  a  parish  set  up,  before  the  oocnmiBsioner,  a  modut  of  2d.  per  acre:  the 
asserted  value  of  the  tithes  in  kind  payable  under  the  award,  was  9d.  per  acre :  Held^  bjr 
Coltman,  Maule,  Cresswell,  and  V.  Williams,  Js^  absent^  Wilde,  C.  J^  that  the  "  payment  to 
be  made  or  withholden  according  to  such  decision,"  was,  the  differwa  between  those  two 
sums. 

The  defendant,  as  vicar  of  High  Easter,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  claimed 
to  be  entitled  to  certain  of  the  tithes  of  corn,  grain,  hay,  and  wood,  arising 
within  the  parish,  (the  residue  being  payable  to  the  dean  and  chapter  of 
the  cathedra!  church  of  St.  Paul,  London,)  and  to  all  other  tithes  arising 
within  the  said  parish.  The  owners  of  lands  in  the  parish  setting  up  a  moduSy 
or  ancient  customary  payment,  of  2d.  per  acre  in  lieu,  and  in  full  satisfac- 
tion, of  all  the  tithes  in  kind,  other  than  the  tithes  of  com,  grain,  hay,  and 
wood,  arising  therefrom,  the  assistant  tithe-commissioner  appointed  to  hear 
and  determine  the  diflferences  between  them,  on  the  24th  of  February,  1846, 
by  his  award,  decided  that  the  alleged  modus  of  2d.  per  acre  for  every  acre 
of  the  lands  within  the  parish,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  other  than  the  tithes  of 
com,  grain,  hay,  and  wood,  did  not  exist,  and  was  void  and  invalid,  ex- 
cept as  to  those  portions  of  the  said  lands  which  were  known  and  called  by 
the  name  of  High  Easter  Bury  Farm,  and  Fox  and  Crows,  otherwise 
Cousin's  Farm;  and  that  the  modus' bs  to  those  lands,  which  belonged 
to,  and  were  in  the  occupation  of,  one  Thomas  Saltmarsh,  and  were  dis- 
tinguished by  well-known  metes  and  bounds,  was  good  and  valid. 

The  plaintiff,  the  owner  and  occupier  of  certain  lands  in  the  parish, 
being  dissatisfied  with  his  award,  on  the  22d  of  May  last,  issued  a  writ 
^9131  of  summons  for  the  trial  *of  a  feigned  issue  pursuant  to  the  6  &7 
^     W.4,  c.  71,  s.46.(a) 

(a)  Which  enacts  <*  that  any  person  claiming  to  be  interested  in  any  lands,  or  in  the  tithes 
thereof,  who  shall  bo  dissatisfied  with  any  such  decision  of  the  commissioners  or  assifiani- 
comroissioner,  may,  if  tht  ytarkf  valut  of  the  payment  to  be  made  or  withholden  attordmg  to  amk 
deeiakmt  tkall  exceed  tiie  turn  of  201^  cause  an  action  to  be  brought  in  any  of  his  majesty's  courts 
of  law  at  Westminster,  against  the  person  in  whose  fhvour  such  decision  shall  hare  been  made, 
within  three  calendar  months  next  after  such  decision  shall  have  been  notified  in  Writing, 
in  such  manner  as  the  commissioners  or  assistant  commissioner  shall  direct,  to  the  parties  iih 
terested  therein,  or  to  their  known  agents :  in  which  action  the  plaintiff  shall  deliver  s 
feigned  issue,  whereby  such  disputed  right  may  be  tried,  and  shall  proceed  to  a  trial  at  hw 
of  such  issue  at  the  sittings  after  the  term,  or  at  the  assizes  then  next  or  next  but  one  aAer 
such  action  shall  have  been  commenced,  to  be  holden  for  the  county  within  which  such  lands, 
or  the  greater  part  thereof,  are  situated ;  with  liberty,  nevertheless,  for  the  court  in  which  tbe 
same  shall  have  been  oommenoed,  or  any  judge  of  his  mtgesty's  courts  of  law  at  Westminfter, 
to  extend  the  time  for  going  to  trial  therein,  or  to  direct  the  trial  to  be  in  another  county,  if  it 
shall  seem  fit  to  such  court  or  judge  so  to  do :  and  every  defendant  in  any  such  action  shsll 
enter  an  appeamnce  thereto,  and  accept  such  issue ;  but,  in  case  the  parties  shall  difler  as  lo 
the  form  of  such  issue,  or  in  case  the  defendant  shall  faU  to  enter  such  appearance  or  accept 
such  issue,  then  the  same  shall  be  settled  under  the  direction  of  the  court  in  which  the  action 
shall  be  brought,  or  by  any  judge  of  his  mcyesty's  courts  of  law  at  Westminster,  and  tbe  plain* 
tiff  may  proceed  thereon  in  like  manner  as  if  the  defendant  had  appeared  and  accepted  such 
i«sue :  and  the  patties  in  such  action  shall  produce  to  each  other  and  their  respective  at- 
torneys or  coimsel,  at  such  time  and  place  as  any  judge  may  order  before  trial,  and  also  to 
the  court  and  jury  upon  the  trial  of  any  such  issue,  all  books,  deeds,  papers,  ami  writings 
terriers,  maps,  plans,  and  surveys,  relating  to  the  matters  in  issue,  in  their  respective  cnstody 
or  power ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  judge  by  whom  any  such  action  shall  be  tried,  if  be 
shall  think  fit,  to  direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  oomt  upon  a 
special  case ;  and  tlie  verdict  which  shaU  be  given  in  any  such  action,  or  the  judgment  of  the 
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*Upon  affidavits  stating  the  above  facts,  and  also  stating  that  r«9j4 
the  yearly  value  of  the  payment  which  would  have  to  be  made  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  by  virtue  of  the  award  did  not  exceed  20/., 
and  that  the  tithes  of  the  plaintiff's  land  covered  by  the  alleged  modus^ 
and  which,  according  to  the  award,  would  thenceforth  have  to  be  paid  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  in  kind,  did  not  exceed  the  yearly  value 
of  20/. 

jB.  Andrews^  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  writ  of  summons,  and  all  subsequent  pro* 
ceedings,  (a)  should  not  be  set  aside. 

*£.  James  now  showed  cause.  The  affidavit  in  opposition  to  r«Qi5 
the  rule  stated  that  the  lands  in  the  parish  of  High  Easter,  men- 
tioned in  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  contained  up* 
wards  of  4600  acres ;  that  the  lands  called  High  Easter  Bury  Farm,  and 
Fox  and  Crows,  otherwise  Cousin's  Farm,  also  mentioned  in  the  same 
affidavit,  did  not  together  contain  more  than  300  acres ;  that  the  yearly 
value  of  the  payment  which  would  have  to  be  made  to  the  defendant  by 
virtue  of  and  according  to  the  award  and  decision  mentioned  in  the  said 
affidavit,  in  respect  of  all  the  lands  in  the  said  parish  of  High  Easter,  ex- 
cept the  said  lands  called  High  Easter  Bury  Farm,  and  Fox  and  Crows, 
otherwise  Cousin's  Farm,  greatly  exceeded  the  sum  of  20/.,  and  that  the 
tithes  other  than  the  tithe  of  corn,  grain,  hay,  and  wood,  of  all  the  said 
lands  in  the  said  parish  of  High  Easter,  except  the  said  lands  called  High 
Easter  Bury  Farm,  and  Fox  and  Crows,  otherwise  Cousin's  Farm,  which 
tithes,  other  than  as  aforesaid,  would,  according  to  the  said  award  and 
decision,  have  to  be  paid  to  the  defendant  in  kind,  greatly  exceeded  the 
yearly  value  of  20/. ;  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 

court  upon  the  case  subject  to  which  the  same  may  be  given,  shall  be  final  and  binding  upon 
all  parties  thereto,  unless  the  court  wherein  such  action  shall  be  brought,  shall  set  aside  such 
verdict,  and  order  a  new  trial  to  be  had  therein,  which  it  shaU  be  lawfiil  lor  the  said  court 
to  do,  if  it  shall  see  fit :  Provided  also,  that,  in  case  any  such  deciiion  shall  involve  a  ques* 
tion  of  law  only,  and  the  parties  in  difierence  shall  be  agreed  upon  the  facts  relating  thereto^ 
and  whereon  such  decision  shall  have  been  founded,  the  said  commissioners  or  assistant 
commissioner,  at  the  request  of  the  person  dissatisfied,  (such  leqnest  to  be  made  in  writing 
within  three  calendar  months  after  such  decision,  and  at  least  fourteen  days*  previous  notice 
in  writing  of  such  request  to  be  given  in  like  manner  to  the  other  parties  in  difierence,  or  to 
their  known  agents,)  shall  direct  a  case  to  be  slated  ibr  the  opinion  of  such  one  of  his  majesty's 
courts  of  law  at  Westminster  as  the  commissioners  or  assistant  commissioner  shall  think  fit; 
which  case  shall  be  settled  by  them  or  him,  or  under  their  or  his  direction,  in  case  the  parties 
differ  about  the  same,  and  may  be  set  down  ibr  argument  and  be  brought  before  the  court  in 
like  manner  as  other  cases  are  brought  before  the  court ;  and  the  decision  of  »uch  court  upon 
ever>'  case  so  brought  before  it,  slu&U  be  binding  upon  all  parties  concerned  therein :  Pro- 
vided always,  that,  after  such  verdict  given,  and  not  set  aside  by  the  court,  or  after  such  de- 
cision of  the  court,  the  said  commissioners  or  assistanuoommissionor  shall  be  bound  by  such 
veidict  or  decision;  and  tlie  costs  of  every  such  action,  or  of  stating  such  case,  and  obtaining 
a  decision  thereon,  sliall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  or  by  which  the  same  shall  be 
decided ;  which  may  order  the  same  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  court ;  and  the 
bke  execution  may  be  had  for  the  same  as  if  suoh  ooets  had  been  recovered  upon  a  judgment 
of  record  of  the  said  court" 

(a)  The  defendant  had.,  m  ignorance  of  the  &cts,  entered  an  appearance,  but  no  fiuther 
ftep  bad  been  taken. 
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award  and  decision,  and  also  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
%vas,  and  still  remained,  entitled  to  the  entirety  of  379  a.  1  r.  4  p.  of  the 
said  ]ands  in  the  said  parish  of  High  Easter,  except  and  other  than  the 
said  lands  called  High  Easter  Bury  Farm,  and  Fox  and  Crows,  otherwise 
Cousin's  Farm,  and  also  to  one  undivided  moiety  c{  and  in  591  other 
acres  of  the  said  lands  of  the  said  parish  of  High  Easter,  except  and  other 
than  the  said  lands  called  High  Easter  Bury  Farm,  and  Fox  and  Crows, 
otherwise  Cousin's  Farm,  and  that  the  plaintiff  would,  by  virtue  of,  and 
according,  to,  the  said  award  and  decision,  have  to  pay  to  the  defendant 
all  the  tithes  other  than  the  tithe  of  corn,  grain,  hay  and  wood,  of  the  said 
*9161  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  entirety  *whereof  the  plaintiff  was  and  remained  so 
Entitled  as  aforesaid,  and  also  one  moiety  of  all  the  tithes  other 
than  the  tithe  of  corn,  grain,  hay,  and  wood,  of  the  said  lands  to  a  moiety 
whereof  the  plaintiff  was  and  remained  so  entitled  as  aforesaid  ;  that  9d. 
per  acre  per  annum  was  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of  all  the  tithes 
other  than  the  tithes  of  corn,  grain,  hay,  and  wood,  of  the  lands  to  the 
entirety  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  and  also  of  the 
lands  to  a  moiety  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid ;  that 
the  yearly  value  of  the  payment  which  would  have  to  be  made  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  by  virtue  of  and  according  to  the  said  award  and 
decision,  did  exceed  the  sum  of  20/. ;  that  the  tithes  other  than  the  tithe 
of  com,  grain,  bay,  and  wood,  of  the  lands  to  the  entirety  whereof  the 
plaintiff  was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  lands  to  a  moiety  whereof 
the  plaintiff  was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  and  which  according  to  the  said 
award  and  decision  would  thenceforth  have  to  be  paid  to  the  defendant 
in  kind,  did  exceed  the  yearly  value  of  20/. ;  and  that  the  tithes  other  than 
the  tithe  of  corn,  grain,  hay,  and  wood,  of  the  lands  to  the  entirety  whereof 
the  plaintiff  was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  together  with  the  tithes  other 
than  the  tithe  of  corn,  grain,  hay,  and  wood,  of  the  lands  to  a  moiety 
whereof  the  plaintiff  was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid, — which  tithes,  other  than 
as  aforesaid,  of  the  said  lands  to  the  entirely  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled as  aforesaid,  and  which  moiety  of  the  tithes,  other  than  as  aforesaid, 
of  the  said  lands  to  a  moiety  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  as  afore- 
said, had,  according  to  the  said  award  and  decision,  thenceforth  to  be 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  in  kind, — did  exceed  the  yearly 
value  of  20/. 

The  affidavit,  in  answer  to  the  rule, — which  was  made  by  a  valuer  of 
considerable  experience,— -conclusively  shows  that  the  yearly  value  of  the 
•91 71  P^y^^^^  ^o  be  made  *or  withholden  by  the plainHff' under  the  award 
of  the  assistant  tithe-commissioner,  exceeds  20/. 

Assuming,  however,  that  that  is  not  satisfactorily  established,  still  it  is 
submitted  that  the  holders  of  land  are  entitled  to  an  appeal  under  section 
46,  if  the  yearly  value  of  the  payment  to  be  made  or  withholden  in  respect 
qfthe  whok  parish,  exceeds  20/.  If  this  were  not  so,  the  provision  woidd 
be  almost  entirely  nugatory ;  for,  there  are  few  parishes  in  which  the 
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tenures  are  so  large  that  the  payment  of  any  iniHvidual  landholder  would 
exceed  20/.  per  annum.  The  award  of  the  assistant  tithe-commissioner 
is  to  be  final  only  in  the  event  of  the  subject-matter  being  of  a  value  less 
than  20/.  yearly.  [Maule,  J.  You  roust,  to  entitle  you  to  sustain  this 
appeal,  show  that  the  verdict  in  tkis  action  will  affect  tlie  interests  of  the 
plaintiff  to  an  extent  exceeding  20/.  per  annum.]  There  is  nothing  in  the 
language  of  the  act  limiting  it  to  the  individual  appellant.  A  verdict  upon 
this  issue  establishing  the  modus  set  up,  would  be  conclusive  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  whole  parish.  The  award  is  to  have  no  force  while  the 
appeal  is  pending,  (a)  [V.  Williams,  J.  If  your  argument  be  correct, 
the  application  to  consolidate  the  several  actions,  in  Ward  v.  Pomfrety{b) 
was  unnecessary.  Cresswell,  J.  Does  the  proposed  issue  involve  a 
question  of  modus  for  the  whole  parish,  or  is  it  confined  to  the  lands  occu- 
pied by  the  plaintiff?]  llie  decision  one  way  would  vitiate  the  award  as 
to  the  entire  parish. 

B.  Andrews  and  Worlkdge^  in  support  of  the  rule.  Tomlinson  v. 
Boughey{c)  and  Flanders  v.  Bunbury{d)  are  distinct  authorities  to  show 
iSzX  no  appeal  is  given  *unless  the  yearly  value  of  the  payment  to  r«Qio 
be  made  or  withholden  by  the  individual  appellant  exceeds  20/. 
[The  court  desired  the  counsel  to  confine  themselves  to  the  question  of 
fact.]  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  an  issae,  he  is  bound  to  show  that  he  ia 
liable  under  the  award  to  a  yearly  payment  exceeding  20/. ;  and,  in  order 
to  make  up  that  sum,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  take  into  the  account  a  pay^ 
ment  charged  on  lands  in  respect  of  which  his  interest  is  that  of  a  joint- 
tenant  or  tenant  in  common.  The  affidavit  ought  to  show  the  precise 
nature  of  the  interest.  In  that  respect  this  affidavit  is  deficient.  One  tenant 
in  common  cannot  alone  appeal :  the  whole  estate  must  be  represented. 
[V.  Williams,  J.  Suppose  the  other  tenant  in  common  were  the  clergy* 
man  himself?]  That  might  give  rise  to  a  difficulty.  The  eo-tenant  is 
now  concluded  by  the  award.  His  moiety,  therefore,  must  remain  subject 
to  payment  of  tithes  in  kind.  Under  these  circumstances^  there  cannot 
be  an  appeal  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  modus  as  to  the  other 
moiety. 

Assuming,  however,  that,  in  ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  sum  in  dis* 
pute  under  the  award,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  take  into  the  account  his 
undivided  moiety  of  the  lands  held  in  common,  the  yearly  value  will  still 
fall  short  of  20/.  He  claims  to  be  entitled  to  the  entirety  of  379  acres  and' 
a  fraction,  and  to  a  moiety  of  591  acres.  Taking  the  aggregate  to  be 
675  acres,  the  difference  between  the  modus  of  2d,  per  acre  sought  to  be 
set  up  by  the  landholders,  and  the  value  of  the  tithes  stated  in  the  plain* 
tiff's  own  affidavit,  viz.  9d,  per  acre,  being  Id,  per  acre^  the  whole  yearly 
value  of  the  sum  in  dispute  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  this 
case  would  be  but  19/.  13^.  9d.    The  defendant  would,  therefore,  elearlv 

(a)  By  iect  50.  (6)  1  M.  &  G,  659,  1  Scott,  N.  R,  403L 

(c)  Ante,  Vol.  I.  p.  663.  {d)  Cited,  ante,  Vol  1.  p.  678. 
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be  barred  of  bis  appeal,  by  tbe  constmction  put  apon  tbe  act  in  tlie  two 
cases  cited ;  and  consequendy  the  plaintiff  must  be  equally  barred. 
*91 91  "Maule,  J.(a)  The  appellant  in  this  case  has  no  right  of  actioD, 
unless  he  clearly  brings  himself  in  point  of  ralue  wiUiin  the  46th 
section  of  the  statute,  that  is,  unless  he  shows  that  the  yearly  ralue  of  the 
payment  to  be  made  or  withholden,  according  to  the  awurd  of  the  tithe-com- 
missioners or  assistant  commissioner,  exceeds  the  sum  of  SOI.  It  appears 
that  the  appellant  is  interested  in  certain  lands  in  severalty,  and  that  he  is 
interested  jointly  with  another  person,  as  tenant  in  common,  in  certain  other 
lands  in  the  parish.  It  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  words  «<  inte- 
rested in  lands*'  do  not  mean  that  the  party  has  some  interest  in  the  whok 
of  the  lands  in  question.  It  is  difficult  to  say  how  one  of  two  joint-tenants, 
or  tenants  in  common,  is  to  bind  his  co-tenant.  It  is  not,  however,  tbe 
duty  of  the  court  to  give  such  a  constructicm  to  the  act  as  will  avoid  everjr 
difficulty  that  may  be  suggested.  I  do  not  know  how  one  of  two  tenants 
in  common  is  to  establish  a  modus  without  the  consent  of  his  co-tenant 
That,  however,  is  not  so  obvious  an  inconvenience,  as  necessarily  to  lead  to 
the  conclusion,  that  it  is  at  variance  with  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  I 
conceive  that  the  true  construction  of  tbe  act  does  require  that  the  whde 
lands  shall  be  represented  for  some  interest.  That  being  so,  the  plaintiff 
undivided  moiety  of  tbe  691  acres  must  be  excluded  from  the  valuation. 
But,  taking  tbe  plaintiff's  moiety  of  the  591  acres  into  the  account,  the  value 
is  still  insufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  appeal.  The  assistant  tithe-com- 
missioner by  his  award  finds  that  the  claim  of  the  defendant  is  not  limited 
to  2d.  per  acre,  but  that  he  is  entitled  to  tithes  in  kind ;  and  the  value  of 
the  tithes  in  kind  is  stated  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  to  amount  only  to  9d, 
per  acre.     The  value  of  the  matter  in  dispute,  therefore,  is,  the  difference 

*9201  '^^^^'^^'^  ^*  ^^^  ^^*  P^i*  ^^^f  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  calculation,  will  be 
found  to  fall  short  of  20/.(6)  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  success- 
fully contended  that  a  judgment  in  this  action  would  be  binding  either 
upon  other  landowners  in  the  parish,  or  upon  the  assistant  tithe-corn- 
imisstoner  in  respect  of  other  lands.  I  think  the  rule  should  be  made 
absoliite. 

Cbesswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  Mr.  James  has  failed 
to  make  out  that  this  plaintiff,  in  respect  of  his  own  land,  is  to  be  consi- 
dered as  representing  the  entire  parish.  As  to  his  own  individual  inte- 
rest,—even  assummg  that  he  is  entitled  to  add  that  which  he  holds  as 
ionant  in  common, — the  yearly  payment  in  diq>ute  does  not  amoimt 
in  oralue  to  20/. 

(«)  The  Lord  Chief  Jotdoe  wu  abeent 

'j^f^  The  worcb  of  the  ftatate  are,  ■  the  yearly  value  of  the  poffmmt  to  be  made  or  viib- 
bolden  aooocding  to  tuoh  decUkm,"  not  "the  value  of  the  matter  in  iufnUi,^  Where  titkf 
are  paid  in  kind,  "the  payment  to  be  made"  appears  to  be  equivalent  to  "  tbe  prodoce  lo  be 
.■et  out"  QiMre,  therefore,  whether,  unless  the  terms  used  are  to  be  extended  by  equity,  "tbe 
yearly  value  of  the  payment  to  be  made  (or  pioduoe  to  be  set  out)  aoooiding  to  the  deciaioB 
of  the  assistant  tithe-oommissioner,"  is  not  to  be  taken  as  the  /Ul  miIm  of  the  tithes  in  kind? 
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V.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Flandtrs  t.  Bunburyy  or 
rather  JVeto  England  v.  Bunbury^  (for  that  was  the  name  of  the  cause,)  in 
in  point.  As  to  the  facts,  the  value,  according  to  the  plaintiff's  own 
showing,  is  9d.  per  acre,  which  is  Id,  beyond  the  modus  insisted  upon 
before  the  assistant  tithe-commissioner.  Taking  it  in  the  most  favourable 
way  for  the  plaintiff,  (which,  however,  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  the  correct 
way,}  the  value  still  falls  short  of  20/.  per  annum.  Rule  absolute. 
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The  only  eTidence  of  the  terms  on  which  apartments  were  hired,  oonsisted  of  the  following 
receipt  >^M  Received  of  P.  L.  C.  one  hundred  and  twentjr-siz  pounds,  tbt  rent  of  fumisheA 
house  from  the  8th  of  May  to  the  1st  of  August  instant,"— and  a  correspondence  about  the 
Ktnm  of  the  key  >— Ji^  that  the  jury  were  warranted  in  inferring  that  the  hiring  was 
weekly,  and  not  quarterly. 

SemUA,  per  Coltman,  J^  that  if  the  hiring  had  been  quarteily,  a  quarter's  notice  would  have 
been  necessary. 

QiMn,  whether,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  a  oontraet  or  usage  requiring  notioe  to  qnil|  ^ 
notice  is  necessary  to  determine  a  weekly  hiring  of  furnished  apartments. 

* 

Assumpsit  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  dwelling*house,  with  a  count 
upon  an  account  stated. 

Pleas — first,  except  as  to  189/.,  non  assumpsit — secondly,  as  to  1261.^ 
payment  before  action  brought— thirdly,  as  to  63/.  a  tender.  Issue 
thereon. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  as  an  undefended  cause,  before  Coltmait, 
J.,  at  the  last  sitting  at  Westminster,  in  the  present  term.  The  action  was 
brou^t  to  recover  a  quarter's  rent  of  a  furnished  house  at  Hyde  Park 
Corner.  The  defendant  had  originally  hired  the  house  for  three  Idnar 
months.  There  was  no  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the  hiring,  other  than 
what  could  be  bferred  from  the  following  receipt,  signed  by  the  plain* 
tiff:— 

«  August  10th,  ll346.  Received  of  P.  L.  Campbell,  Esq.,  one  hundred 
and  twenty-six  pounds,  for  rent  of  furnished  house  £pom  the  8th  of  May|0 
the  1st  of  August  instant." 

The  defendant  continued  to  occupy  until  the  2l8t  of  August,  when 
Mrs.  Campbell  wrote  to  him,  desiring  him  to  send  for  the  key.  The 
plaintifi^  however,  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  rent  for  a  second  quarter, 
upon  the  terms  indicated  by  the  above  receipt. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  the  question  for  them  to  consider, 
was,  whether  they  could  infer  from  the  evidence  produced  before  them 
that  the  hiring  was  a  quarterly  (a)  or  a  weekly  hiring.  If  the  former,  his 
*lordship  said,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  quarter's  rent  ;(t)  if  regoo 
the  latter,  he  was  perhaps  entitled  to  a  week's  notice  to  quit,  and    ^ 

(a)  The  hiring  iat  three  hmar  months,  and  the  langoage  ef  the  Meeipt,  would  seem  ii 
point  rather  to  a  weekly,  or  a  monthly  tenancy,  than  a  qimrterly. 
(6)  And  see  Km^  r.  JkmU^  3  Caroph.  510. 
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it  would  be  for  them  to  say  whether  such  notice  had  been  given  or  not. 
Mrs.  Campbell's  letter  of  the  21st  of  August,  he  observed^  was  not  a 
formal  notice,  but  it  was  an  oflfer  to  give  up  the  premises,  and  furnished 
some  evidence,  under  the  circumstances,  that  a  notice  had  been  given. 

The  jury  found  that  the  tenancy  was  weekly,  and  that  there  had  been 
due  notice  to  quit.  A  verdict  was  accordingly  entered  for  the  defendant 
on  the  first  two  issues,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  third,  with  Is.  damages. 

Lushj  for  the  plaintiff,  now  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction, and  also  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.     There  was  no 
evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  coming  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that 
the  hiring  was  quarterly.    [Coltman,  J.    There  was  no  evidence  to  show 
what  the  hiring  was :  it  only  appeared  that  the  defendant  occupied  for  a 
^ven  period,  for  which  he  paid  120  guineas,  and  that  he  afterwards  held 
over  for  a  few  weeks.]     There  was,  at  all  events,  no  evidence  to  show 
that  the  tenancy  was  weekly.     No  weekly  payments  were  ever  made. 
Nor  was  there  any  thing  to  warrant  the  inference  suggested  that  a  notice 
to  quit  had  been  given.     The  letter  of  the  21st  of  August  was  a  mere 
offer  to  return  the  key.     [Cresswell,  J.     The  case  of  Huffelt  v.  Armit- 
sfead^  7  C.  &  P.  56,  seems  to  be  an  authority  to  show  that  no  notice  to 
quit  is  necessary  at  a)l  in  the  case  of  a  weekly  tenancy.    Parke,  B.. 
there  says :  «<  Upon  the  question  of  the  necessity  of  a  notice  to  quit,  the 
law  is  clearly  settled  that  a  yearly  tenancy  cannot  be  determined  without 
*9231     ^^if^  yearns  notice.     But  that  rule  *cannot  be  applied  to  a  weekly 
taking;  for,  the  effect  of  it  would  be  to  show  that  a  luUf  week's 
notice  was  necessary  to  put  an  end  to  such  a  tenancy.     I  am  not  aware 
that  it  has  ever  been  decided,  that,  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  monthly 
or  weekly  tenancy,  a  month's  or  a  week's  notice  to  quit  must  be  given. 
The  cases  that  have  been  cited(a)  are  not  authorities  in  support  of  this 
proposition.     A  tenant  who  enters  upon  a  fresh  week  may  be  bound  to 
continue  until  the  expiration  of  that  week,  or  to  pay  the  week's  rent ;  but 
this  is  a  very  different  thing  from  giving  a  week's  notice  to  quit.    The 
proposition  contended  for  is  this,  that,  if  a  tenant  commences  a  new  week 
without  giving  notice,  he  is  to  be  considered  as  contracting  to  hold,  not 
only  for  that  week.  But  also  for  the  following  week.     I  am  of  opinion,  in 
the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  prove  a  usage  to  that  efiect,(6)  that,  in 
point  of  law,  a  week's  notice  to  quit  is  not  implied  as  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract, in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  weekly  taking."]    It  was  put  to  the  jury 
there  to  say  whether  or  not  it  was  part  of  the  contract  between  the  parties 
that  the  tenancy  should  be  put  an  end  to  without  a  week's  notice.    The 
learned  judge  in  this  case,  however,  did  not  so  put  it  to  the  jury. 

Maule,  J.    I  am  of  opinion  that  no  rule  ought  to  be  granted  in  this 
case.    It  was  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  tenancy  proved  was  a 

(a)  Doe  i.  Parry  v.  Hazdl,  1  Etp.  N.  P.  C.  94,  and  Bm  d,  Puboodc  v.  Raffan,  6  Esp.  K.  P. 

a  4. 

(6}  See  Wood  t.  Wood,  1  C.  &  P.  59. 


3  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  92S 

weekly  tenancy,  and  whether  it  had  been  put  an  end  to  by  a  proper 
notice  to  quit.  They  found  both  these  questions  in  the  affirmative.  The 
question  now  is,  whether  that  conclusion  was  warranted  by  the  evidence, 
I  think  it  was.  The  plaintiff  gave  no  evidence  to  show  a  quarterly  hiring  ; 
•and,  regard  being  had  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract,  I  r^goA 
think  it  was  by  no  means  unreasonable  to  infer  that  the  tenancy  *- 
was  weekly.  If  so,  the  plaintiff  should  have  given  some  evidence  to  show 
that  it  was  part  of  the  contract  that  a  week's  notice  to  quit  should  be 
given.  This  he  did  not  do:  and  it  is  not  at  all  an  unusual  thing  to  hire 
furnished  apartments  by  the  month  or  the  week  without  any  stipulation 
for  notice.  Besides,  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  there  was  not  some 
evidence  to  show  that  a  notice  to  quit  had  been  given. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  see  no  ground  to  object  either  to  the  summing  up  or 
to  the  conclusion  to  which  the  jury  came. 

The  rest  of  the  court  (a)  concurring.  Rule  refused.(&) 

(a)  Coltman,  Crenswell,  and  V.  Wiljianu,  J&4  Wilde,  C.  J^  being  abocnt 
^6)  Supposing  a  notice  to  quit  to  be  necessary  in  a  tenancy  ilPom  three  months  to  three 
monthSf  without  proof  of  either  usage  or  express  stipulation,  (as  to  which  see  what  is  said  by 
Lord  Mansfield  in  Eight  d.  Fhwer  y.  Barber,  1  T.  K  162,  and  by  Lord  EUenboxoiigh  in  Kmp 
V.  DerreU^  3  Campb.  511,  and  iuprd,  922,)  it  would  appear  to  be  equally  necessary  for  tlie 
purpose  of  determining  a  monthly  or  a  weekly  tenancy. 


•SCOTT  and  Another  v.  BERKELEY.     Jan.  27.  [•925 

In  1837  several  parties  associated  together  to  form  a  joint-stock  company,  engaged  officeSt 
clerks,  &c^  and  circulated  prospectuses  containing  the  defendant's  name  as  a  director.  The 
defendant  attended  meetings  and  received  summonses  from  October,  1837,  to  March,  1838, 
but  ceased  to  attend  the  one  and  receive  the  other  after  that  time,  thoi«gh  the  company 
continued  to  meet  till  March,  1839.  On  the  3l3t  July,  1838,  an  act  passed  forming  and 
regulating  the  company,  in  which  the  defendant  and  several  other  parties,  and  all  other 
persons  who  should  take  shares,  were  united  into  a  company.  In  a  deed  prepared  from 
instructions  given  in  November,  1837,  the  defendant's  name  was  set  forth  as  a  director,  and 
a  seal  placed  on  the  deed  for  his  signature ;  but  ho  never  executed  the  deed. 

On  the  6th  November,  1843,  judgment  in  an  action  commenced  on  the  15th  April,  1840,  was 
signed  against  tlie  secretary  of  the  company,  upon  which  judgment  a  icirefaciaa  qiuart  cs* 
ecutionem  non  issued  against  the  defendant  :— 

Ilddf  on  a  special  case  under  which  the  court  were  at  liberty  to  draw  such  inferences  as  a  jury 
ought  to  have  drawn,  that  the  foregoing  facts  did  not  sufficiently  show  that  the  defendant 
was  a  member  of  the  company  at  the  time  when  the  judgment  was  obtained. 

Scire  Facias  qtiare  executionem  non  against  the  defendant  as  a  member 
of  «<  The  Indta-Steam*Ship  Company,''  upon  a  judgment  obtained  against 
the  secretary. 

The  writ  and  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiffs  recovered  against 
Henry  Manning,  the  secretary  of  a  certain  company  called  «  The  India- 
Steam-Ship  Company,"  constituted  by  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in  the 
year  1838,  for  forming  and  regulating  a  company  to  be  called  <»  The 
India-Steam-Ship  Company,''  and  who  was  summoned  as  the  nominal 
defendant  for  the  said  company,  the  sum  of  35,006/.  Is,  9d.  for  damages 

SB 
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for  DOD-performance  of  a  contract  made  by  the  company  with  tfaeplaiacifls 
and  one  Robert  Sinclair,  deceased,  and  that  the  defendant  was  a  meunber 
of  the  company  at  the  time  of  the  recovering  and  giving  of  the  judgnjent. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  recovering  and  gicing 

of  the  said  judgment,  he  was  not  a  member  of  the  said  company.     At  the 

trial  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Guildhall  after  Trinity  Term, 

*9261     ^^^y  ^  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintifls,  ^subject  totheopirion 

of  the  court,  upon  the  following  case : — 

In  the  year  1837,  several  gentlemen  associated  themselves  for  the  pur- 
pose of  forming  a  company,  to  be  called  «<  The  India-Steam-Sbip  Com- 
pany," for  the  establishment  of  a  communication  by  steam-vessels  between 
this  country  and  India,  by  way  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  between 
this  country  and  Australia.   They  engaged  apartments  at  No.  7  Pall  Mall, 
upon  the  outer  windows  of  which  the  title  of  the  company  was  announced 
in  large  letters ;  they  furnished  there  a  board-room  for  the  directors ;  they 
engaged  clerks,  a  messenger,  porter,  and  other  servants  ;   appointed  a 
solicitor  to  the  company,  auditors,  agents,  and  bankers,  and  issued  and 
publicly  circulated  prospectuses.      The  prospectus  commenced  as  fol- 
lows : — «  Prospectus  of  The  India-Steam-Ship  Company  by  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope.     Capital  500,000/.,  in  shares  of  50/.  each.     Directors — 
Capt.  Sir  J.  Ross,  C.  B.,  Royal  Navy,  Chairman,  Augustus  Manning,  Esq., 
Chalk-Hill  House,  Kingsbury,  Deputy-Chairman,  the  Honourable  Craven 
Berkeley,  M.  P.,  (the  defendant,)  Spring  Gardens.     [Then  followed  the 
names  of  other  gentlemen,  whose  names  were  also  subsequently  inserted 
with  that  of  the  defendant  in  the  company's  acts  as  hereinafter  mentioned.] 
The  prospectus  went  on  to  give  the  names  of  the  auditors,  engineers, 
agents,  bankers,  and  solicitors ;  and,  after  pointing  out  the  objects  and 
advantages  of  the  scheme,  proceeded  as  follows : — «<  The  articles  and  rules 
may  be  seen,  and  information  may  be  had  of  the  secretary,  at  the  com- 
pany's office,  7  Pall  Mall,  to  whom  applications  for  shares  are  to  be  ad- 
dressed ;  and  also  to  the  solicitor.  No.  4  New  Bridge  Street,  Blackfriars." 

In  the  course  of  the  months  of  October,  November,  and  December, 

1837,  and  January,  February,  and  March,  1838,  the  defendant,  from  time 
*9271     ^^  ^^^^9  attended  as  a  ^director  at  the  board-room  in  Pall  Mall ; 

*'  and  summonses  to  attend  the  meeting  of  directors,  together  with 
all  papers  issued  by  the  board,  and  prospectuses,  were  delivered,  from 
time  to  time,  in  official  envelopes  by  the  messenger  and  porter  at  the 
'  places  of  abode  of  the  several  persons  named  in  the  prospectus  as  directors, 
including  that  of  the  defendant  in  Spring  Gardens.  The  messenger  did 
not  leave  papers  or  summonses  at  the  defendant's  residence  after  March, 

1838,  and  the  defendant  did  not  attend  at  the  board  after  that  time.  On 
the  31st  of  May,  1838,  the  act  passed  for  forming  the  said  <«  India-Steam- 
Ship  Company"  (1  &  2  Vict.  c.  xcvii).  By  that  act,  it  was,  among  other 
things,  enacted,  that  Sir  John  Ross,  the  Honourable  Craven  Berkeley,  (the 
defendant,)  Thynne-Howe  Gwynne,  Thomas-James  Barrow,  Charles-Spea* 
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cer  Banynn,  Edward  Walpole,  and  William  Hopson,  Esquires,  and  all 
and  every  such  person  or  persons,  body  and  bodies  politic,  corporate  or 
collegiate,  who  should  be,  or  might  from  time  to  time  become,  a  proprietor 
or  proprietors  of  any  share  or  shares  in  the  undertaking  thereby  e:»tablished, 
and  their  respective  successors,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
afaould  be,  and  ihey  were  thereby,  united  into  a  company  by  the  name  of 
«<  The  India-Steam-Ship  Company.''  The  defendant  was  a  member  of 
the  House  of  Commons  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act ;  but  there 
"was  no  evidence  to  show  that  he  was  personally  aware  of  the  passing  of 
the  act,  or  of  its  contents.  On  the  30th  of  July,  1839,  Mr.  Manning,  the 
secretary,  presented  for  enrolment  in  the  high  court  of  Chancery,  a  list 
purporting  to  be  a  memorial  of  the  names  and  descriptions  of  the  secretary, 
and  of  the  several  persons  being  members  of  the  said  company,  in  the 
form  for  that  purpose  expressed  in  the  schedule  to  the  said  act  annexed ; 
and  such  memorial  was  enrolled  upon  the  oath  of  the  said  Mr.  Manning 
*on  the  last  day  before  the  expiration  of  twelve  calendar  monihs  r*95>a 
next  after  the  passing  of  the  act.  It  was  sworn  to  and  enrolled 
against  the  advice  and  against  the  protest  of  the  solicitor  to  the  company, 
on  the  ground  that  the  enrolment  was  a  fraud,  because  the  company  was 
not  formed,  and  that  Manning  had  no  authority.  The  defendant's  name 
ivas  not  in  this  memorial.  No  other  memorial  was  ever  enrolled.  The 
last  meeting  of  directors,  previous  to  this  enrolment,  was  on  the  6th  of 
March,  1889.  From  that  time  they  ceased  to  meet.  In  the  company's 
deed,  prepared  by  the  solicitor  from  instructions  given  by  the  directors  in 
November,  1837,  Mr.  Berkeley's  name  is  set  forth  as  a  director :  a  seal 
inras  placed  on  the  deed  for  his  signature,  and  his  name  was  written,  in 
pencil,  opposite  to  the  seal  for  that  purpose.  He  never  executed  the  deed. 
Fifty  shares  were  required  for  the  qualification  of  a  director.  The  directors 
were  constituted  by  themselves.  No  shares  were  actually  issued.  About 
1200  were  subscribed  for.  The  plaintiffs  are  the  surviving  partners  of 
the  firm  of  Scott,  Sinclair,  &  Co.,  ship-builders  at  Greenock,  in  Scotland. 
On  the  6th  of  November,  1843,  judgment  was  issued  in  an  action  com- 
menced on  the  13th  of  April,  1840,  the  record  whereof  was  to  form  apart 
of  the  case.  The  plea  in  the  record  mentioned  was  withdrawn  in  the 
bond  fide  belief  that  there  was  no  defence  to  the  action  ;  and  thereupon, 
and  by  order  of  a  judge  and  consent  of  the  parties,  judgment  was  entered 
by  confession  upon  the  6th  of  November,  1843,  for  35,006/.  1^.  9(/.,  the 
amount  then  due  from  the  company  to  the  plaintiffs  under  the  contract 
aforesaid.  No  execution  had  been  had;  hut,  by  payments  made,  the 
debt  due  to  the  plaintiffs  is  reduced  to  21,658/.  8f.  4(/.,  which  is  still  due, 
with  interest  from  31st  of  May,  1841. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether,  under  the  above 
circumstances,  the  defendant  was  a  member  of  the  company  at  the  time 
of  the  giving  and  ^recovering  of  the  said  judgment.     If  so,  exe- 
cution is  to  issue  against  the  defendant  for  a  sum  to  be  agreed 
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upon.  If  not,  a  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant.  And  it  is 
agreed  that  the  pleadings  and  the  company's  act,  and  a  copy  of  the 
memorial,  and  the  before'-mentioned  record,  are  to  form  a  part  of  the  case ; 
and  that  the  court  shall  be  at  hberty,  if  they  shall  be  so  pleased,  to  dra\v 
such  inferences  as  they  think  that  a  jury  ought  to  have  drawn. 

Greenwood^  (with  whom  was  Shee^  Serjt.,)  for  the  plaintiff.  The  first  (a) 
section  of  the  act  of  parliament  forming  the  company,  constitutes  the  de- 
fendant an  actual  member  thereof.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  refer  to  autho* 
rities  to  show  the  power  of  parliament.  Lord  Coke  says:  «The  po«'er 
*9301  ^^^  jurisdiction  of  ihe  parliament  is  *so  transcendant  and  abso- 
lute, as  it  cannot  be  confined,  either  for  causes  or  persons,  within 
any  bounds."(6)  Here,  in  addition  to  the  positive  declaration  of  an  act  of 
parliament,  the  defendant  is  stated  in  the  case  to  have  attended  meetings 
of  the  company  for  six  months,  and  to  have  allowed  his  name  to  be  circu- 
lated in  prospectuses  as  a  director.  It  will  be  argued  that  the  company 
never  had  a  legal  existence,  inasmuch  as  the  capital  was  not  subscribed 
for;  and  Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  10  B.  &  C.  128,  5  M.  &  R.  126,  will  be  cited. 
The  principle  established  there  is  inapplicable  to  the  present  case.  Parkc, 
J.,  there  says :  <<  But,  if  a  person  agree  to  become  a  partner  at  a  future  time 
with  others,  provided  other  persons  agree  to  do  the  same,  and  advance 
stipulated  portions  of  capital,  or  provided  any  other  previous  conditions  are 
performed,  he  gives  no  authority  at  all  to  any  other  individuals  until  all 
those  conditions  are  performed.''  In  this  case,  however,  there  is  nothing 
future,  so  far  as  regards  the  directors ;  for,  with  respect  to  them,  the  com- 
pany was  completely  formed.  JVockels  v.  Crosby^  3  B.  &  C.  814, 5  D.  &  R 
751,  and  Bourne  v.  Freethy  9  B.  &  C.  632,  4  M.  &  R.  512,  will  also  be 
relied  upon,  but  are  likewise  distinguishable.  Those  cases  only  show, 
that,  where  an  attempt  to  form  a  company  fails  by  reason  of  the  intended 
capital's  not  being  subscribed,  the  parties  subscribing  are  not  liable  for 

(a)  By  the  1st  tection  of  the  act  (1  &  2  Vict  c.  xcvii.)  certain  persons  (including  the  de* 
fendants)  and  all  other  persons  who  should  become  proprietors  of  shares,  were  united  into  a 
company,  by  the  name  of  "  The  JndiaSleam'Ship  Company.'* 

By  the  6th  section,  it  was  enacted,  that,  from  and  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  all  actions, 
&c.,  by  and  against  the  said  company,  should  and  might  be  commenced  by  and  against  the 
secretary  for  the  time  being. 

By  the  9tli  section,— that  a  memorial  of  the  names  and  descriptions  of  the  seyeral  pencns 
being  nrnnben  of  the  said  company,  (in  the  form  for  that  purpose  expressed  in  the  schedule 
hereunto  annexed,)  shall  be  enroUed,  upon  oath,  in  the  court  of  Chancery  within  tweWo 
calendar  months  from  the  passing  of  the  act;  and,  when  any  person  or  persons  shall  cease  to 
be  a  member  or  members  of  the  said  company,  a  memorial  thereof  shall,  in  liLe  manner,  be 
enrolled  as  aforesaid,  &c. 

By  the  lOth  section,— that,  until  such  memorial  as  first  hereinbefore  mentioned,  shall  have 
been  enrolled,  no  action  shall  be  brought  by  the  said  company  under  the  authority  of  the 
said  act ;  and  all  the  members  whose  names  are  expressed  in  any  enrolment  made  in  pur* 
Buance  of  the  said  act,  shall  be  liable  to  all  actions,  judgments,  &c.,  &c^  until  a  memorial 
of  their  having  ceased  to  be  members  shall  have  been  enrolled. 

By  the  1 1th  section,— that  execution  upon  any  judgment  obtained  against  the  secretary  of 
the  said  company,  may  be  issued  against  any  members  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  com- 
pany, &c 

(6)  4  Inst  30.    But  fee  Plowd.  398 ;  Bia  Error,  65,  Pwrhnmifa,  16;  Crompt.  Gourtii  I2i. 
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the  expenses,  but  only  the  original  projectors.  Here,  the  original  pro- 
jectors of  this  company  are,  the  defendants,  and  the  other  persons  named 
in  the  act.  Moreover,  in  this  case,  the  existence  of  the  company  did  not 
depend  on  the  capitaPs  being  raised ;  for,  the  company  was  constituted  by 
the  act.  It  will  be  contended  that  the  name  of  the  defendant  was  inserted  in 
the  act  ^without  his  authority.  To  this  assertion  two  answers  may  r*QQ| 
be  given : — first,  that  the  onus  lies  on  the  defendant  of  proving  that 
the  insertion  of  his  name  was  unauthorized,  and  that,  so  far  from  the  case  dis- 
closing any  evidence  in  support  of  that  suggestion,  the  evidence  is  clearly  the 
other  way : — secondly,  supposing  the  insertion  to  have  been  without  autho- 
rity, that  may  be  ground  for  an  application  to  repeal  the  act,  so  far  as  the 
defendant  is  concerned,  but  until  that  is  done,  the  act  is  conclusive.  It  will 
next  be  contended  that  the  true  name  of  the  defendant  was  not  inserted 
in  the  act :  but  it  does  not  signify  whether  he  is  misnamed  or  not,  so  long 
as  his  identity  is  clearly  made  out.  [Maule,  J.  The  case  affirms  that 
the  defendant's  name  is  Craven  Berkeley,  We  must  take  it,  as  the  case 
stands,  that  there  was  a  misnomer  of  him  in  the  act,  by  the  insertion  of 
the  name  Fitzhardingey  of  which  he  does  not  choose  to  take  advantage. 
I  do  not  think  there  is  any  thing  in  this  point.]  It  will  next  be  argued 
that  the  defendant's  name  was  not  contained  in  the  memorial  which  was 
enrolled.  If  it  had  been  included,  there  can  be  no  doubt  he  would  have 
been  liable  to  all  actions  that  might  have  been  brought  against  the  com- 
pany; but  it  does  not  follow  that  he  is  not  liable  as  an  original  member, 
notwithstanding  the  omission  of  his  name.  The  memorial  was  not  enrolled 
for  a  year  with  the  exception  of  a  day,  after  the  act  was  obtained.  Against 
whom  would  actions  lie  in  the  interval  for  the  expenses  incurred,  if  not 
against  the  original  members?  By  the  sixth  section  of  the  act,  «from  and 
after  the  passing  of  the  act,"  actions  are  to  be  brought  against  the  secre- 
tary of  the  company.  Suppose  the  action  had  been  brought,  soon  after 
the  passing  of  the  act,  against  the  secretary,  and  a  scire  facias  sued  out 
against  the  defendant,  could  he  have  said  that  he  was  not  a  member  of 
the  company  because  his  name  was  not  enrolled  ?  *The  court  r^qoo 
will  treat  the  memorial  as  wholly  inoperative.  [Maule,  J.  No 
means  are  pointed  out  in  the  act  whereby  persons  who  have  ceased  to  be 
members  of  the  company  before  the  enrolment  of  the  memorial,  are  to  make 
that  fact  known,  unless  it  be  by  such  memorial.  Is  it  not  some  evidence 
that  the  parties  named  in  it  are  the  members  of  the  company,  and  no  other 
persons?]  It  is  obvious  that  the  memorial  was  not  intended  to  release  any 
original  member  from  liability ;  for,  if  so,  by  enrolling  it,  all  the  members 
who  were  possessed  of  any  property  might  be  relieved  from  the  debts  of 
the  company.  [Cresswell,  J.  Does  it  appear  when  this  debt  was  in- 
curred ?]  That  is  not  distinctly  shown,  as  it  is  laid  under  a  videlicet. 
[Cbesswell,  J.  I  suppose  that  the  object  of  the  memorial  is,  to  enable 
persons  dealing  with  the  company  to  know  to  whom  they  give  credit.] 
That  may  be  so ;  but,  in  the  interval,  until  the  memorial  is  enroUed,  to 
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vrhom  are  they  to  look  but  the  persons  named  in  the  act  ?    It  does  not  foI« 
low,  however,  even  after  the  enrolment  of  a  memorial,  that  parties  give 
credit  to  the  persons  enrolled  as  members,  and  not  to  the  original  pro- 
jectors.    So  far  as  giving  credit  is  concerned,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 
memorial  is  to  supersede  all  other  evidence,  and  that  the  prospectus  and 
act  are  to  be  entirely  left  out  of  consideration.     A  question  may  arise 
vrhether  the  memorial  is  of  any  validity,  having  been  enrolled  when  not 
one-iifih  part  of  the  capital  was  subscribed.     The  court  may  say,  on  the 
authority  of  the  cases  already  cited,  that  it  would  be  a  fraud  under  such 
circumstances  to  make  parties  liable  as  shareholders,  and  that  the  directors 
could  not,  by  omitting  their  own  names,  and  enrolling  a  few  persons  as 
shareholders,  escape  liability.     In  Irwin  v.  Lard  Charletfitteja)  it  was 
sought  to  make  the  defendant  liable  on  the  ground  that  his  name  was  con- 
*9331     ^'^^^  ^^  *^^^  ^^T  Q^emorial ;  but  Lord  Abinger  held  that  it 
would  be  a  fraud  to  give  such  an  eflect  to  it,  seeing  that  so  small 
a  part  of  the  capital  was  subscribed  for.     [Maule,  J.    What  do  you  mean 
by  an  invalid  memorial  ?    One  that  would  not  be  evidence  against  the 
parties  enrolled  ?]    Yes.     [V.  Williams,  J.     The  act  does  not  say  that 
all  persons  shall  be  liable  whose  names  are  enrolled ;  but  all  tnemiers.l    It 
is  clear  that,  if  a  party  could  show  that  he  was  not  a  member  of  the  com- 
pany, the  memorial  would  not  conclude  him.     Can  the  shareholders  be 
said  to  be  members  until  the  capital  is  subscribed?     It  is  a  question 
"vhether  any  persons  can  be  called  members  of  the  company  unless  such 
capital  has  been  subscribed.     [Maule,  J.     Do  you  say  that  no  memorial 
could  be  enrolled,  because  the  whole  capital  bad  not  been  subscribed  ?] 
No  memorial  could  be  enrolled  so  as  to  make  those  enrolled  alone  liable 
to  be  sued.     Here,  the  defendant  is  liable  as  an  original  projector.    By 
the  act  the  company  was  formed.     The  contract  on  which  the  action  was 
brought  was  entered  into  by  the  company,  and  the  plaintiff  has  taken  pro- 
ceedings against  the  secretary  as  enjoined  by  the  sixth  section  of  the  act. 
The  only  question  remaining,  is,  whether  the  defendant  was  a  member 
of  the  company.     If  so,  he  did  not  cease  to  be  a  member  by  his  name 
being  omitted  out  of  the  memorial.     [Cresswell,  J.    You  say  that  the 
memorial  neither  put  him  in  nor  out  of  the  company.]    Suppose  the  whole 
capital  had  been  subscribed  for  within  a  month  after  the  passing  of  the 
act,  and  the  names  of  the  shareholders  had  been  registered  in  the  books, 
it  is  clear  that  they  would  have  been  liable  on  a  contract  entered  into  by 
the  company,  although  no  memorial  had  been  enrolled.     [Cresswell,  J. 
How  do  you  say  that  the  defendant  could  cease  to  be  a  member  of  the 
company ;  for,  he  could  not  sell  his  shares,  as  none  were  issued  ?]     He 
4igo4-.     might  have  great  difficulty  to  get  rid  of  the  ^character.     [Cress- 
^    WELL,  J.     Could  not  the  other  members  agree  to  release  him  ? 
Maule,  J.     Parties  may  agree  to  cease  to  be  partners.]    But  not  so  as 
to  get  rid  of  an  antecedent  liability.     [Maule,  J.    We  do  not  know  that 

(a)  Not  reported. 
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this  was  an  antecedent  liability.  Is  not  the  enrolling  of  the  memo- 
rial 80ine  evidence  that  the  defendant  and  the  rest  of  the  compan/  had 
agreed  that  he  should  cease  to  be  a  member  ?  The  affirmative  is  ou  you. 
Can  you  infer,  that,  being  a  member  in  March,  1838,  he  was  a  member 
in  November,  1843,  that  is,  upwards  of  five  years  and  four  months  subse- 
quently to  there  being  any  evidence  of  his  being  a  member,  lie  has 
not  acted  as  a  member  since  March,  1838,  and  the  rest  of  the  company 
have  treated  him  as  not  being  a  member.  You  are  suing  the  defendant 
under  the  positive  enactments  of  the  act ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant  was  a  member  at  the  time  of  judgment  obtained ;  whether  he 
was  a  member  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  is  a  different  question.]  If  the 
plaintifl*  shows  a  time  when  the  defendant  was  a  member,  the  anus  is  cast 
on  him  to  prove  that  he  had  ceased  to  be  so  at  the  time  of  the  judgment. 
It  is  by  no  means  a  necessary  consequence,  that,  because  the  members 
ceased  to  meet,  the  company  ceased  to  exist;  or  that,  because  some 
of  the  directors  ceased  to  attend,  they  ceased  to  be  members  of  the  com- 
pany. 

Lastly,  it  will  be  contended  that  the  defendant  was  a  proprietor  of  shares. 
There  is,  however,  nothing  to  limit  the  liability,  under  the  act,  to  share- 
holders. In  truth,  there  never  were  any  shares  at  all ;  but,  can  it  be  said 
that  there  never  was  any  liability  ?  There  is  a  clear  distinction  to  be  drawn 
between  original  proprietors  and  persons  becoming  so  by  taking  shares.  It 
is  impossible  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  a  member  of  the  company 
up  to  the  moment  when  the  judgment  was  signed ;  but  the  interval  of  time 
is  not  material ;  and,  when  once  the  defendant  is  proved  to  be  a  member 
of  the  company,  *he  must  be  presumed  to  continue  a  member  r«9Q5 
until  he  shows  the  contrary. 

Channellf  Serjt.,  (with  whom  was  Ta^ourdj  Serjt.,)  after  intimating  that 
he  gave  up  the  point  as  to  the  misnomer  of  the  defendant  in  the  act,  was 
stopped  by  the  court. 

Maule,  J.  (a)  The  only  question  in  this  case,  is,  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  a  member  of  the  company,  on  the  6th  of  November,  1843,  when 
the  judgment  was  signed.  That  question  is  to  be  made  out  in  the  affirma- 
tive by  the  plaintiff*;  and  there  are  facts  on  both  sides  for  the  court,  which 
is  placed  in  the  situation  of  a  jury.  It  appears,  that,  in  1837,  several 
parties  associated  together  to  form  the  company ;  that  they  engaged  offi- 
cers, and  issued  prospectuses  containing  the  name  of  the  defendant  as  one 
of  the  directors ;  and  that,  between  October,  1837,  and  March,  1838,  he 
from  time  to  time  attended  the  board-room  in  that  capacity.  He  con- 
ducted himself  as  a  director  of  the  company ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  he  wob 
such  director  down  to  March,  1838.  From  that  time  he  no  longer  treats 
the  company  as  one  of  which  he  is  a  member ;  for,  he  no  longer  attends 
the  meetings,  which  is  evidence,  though  not  conclusive,  that  he  had  ceased 
to  be  a  director  of  the  company.    Down  to  March,  he  was,  through  the 

(a)  WiUkt  C.  J^  was  absent  on  aocount  cxf  indisposition. 
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messenger,  treated  by  the  rest  of  the  company  as  a  member ;  bat,  althoagh 
the  directors  continued  to  meet  until  March,  1839,  the  messenget  ceased 
to  deliver  papers  or  summonses  to  him.  That  &ct  is  evidence  that  the 
rest  consented  that  the  defendant  should  no  longer  be  a  membei  of  the 
company.  On  the  31st  of  May,  1838,  the  act  passed.  That  act  certainly 
*9361     ^^  evidence  that  the  defendant,  at  the  *time  of  its  passing,  was  a 

member  of  the  company ;  and  perhaps  it  is  more  than  evidence, 
and  makes  him  a  member  on  that  day.  But  it  was  competent  for  him 
and  the  rest  of  the  directors  to  agree  that  he  should  cease  to  be  a  member 
of  the  company ;  and  it  did  not  require  an  act  of  parliament  or  a  deed  for 
that  purpose  ;  for,  the  partnership  might  be  dissolved  by  parol.  Another 
circumstance  showing  that  the  rest  of  the  company  no  longer  considered 
the  defendant  a  member  of  the  company,  is,  that  a  deed  of  partnership 
was  prepared  from  instructions  given  in  November,  1837 ;  and,  though 
his  name  is  put  in  the  deed,  he  never  signs  it,  nor  does  it  appear  that 
it  was  ever  tendered  to  him  for  execution.  With  respect  to  the  memorial, 
if  it  is  to  be  taken  as  evidence  in  the  case,  its  effect  is,  that  the  secretary, 
acting,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  under  the  directions  of  the  company,  does 
not  treat  him  in  it  as  a  member ;  and  there  could  be  no  reason  for  not 
enrolling  his  name  therein,  if  he  had  in  reality  continued  to  be  a  member 
of  the  company.  Whether  the  memorial  was  a  valid  one  or  not,  it  still 
forms  part  of  the  conduct  of  the  rest  of  the  company.  If  you  exclude  it, 
then  you  have  the  fact  that  the  defendant  is  not  treated  as  a  member  sub- 
sequently to  March,  1838.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment, constituting  him  a  member  in  May,  1839.  But,  giving  whatever 
force  you  please  to  the  act,  still,  in  my  judgment,  it  is  outweighed  by  the 
subsequent  conduct  of  the  rest  of  the  company.  I  caanot,  therefore,  on 
the  facts  before  us,  satisfactorily  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  the  defend- 
ant, on  the  6th  of  November,  1843,  was  a  member  of  the  company. 

Cresswell,  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  court  is  satisfied,  on  the 
facts  stated  in  the  special  case,  that  the  defendant  was  a  member  of  the 
company  on  the  6th  of  November,  1843.  The  question  is  not  whether 
^^9371     ^^^^^^  *w^s  given  to  him,  or  with  whom  the  contract  was  made ; 

but  whether  he  was  at  that  time  a  member  of  the  company.  If  that 
fact  is  not  established  to  our  satisfaction,  sitting  here  as  a  jury,  we  ought 
to  find  our  verdict  for  him.  There  is  certainly  strong  evidence  that  at  one 
time  he  was  a  member  of  the  company ;  but  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  act 
of  parliament  constituting  him  a  member,  required  that  he  should  be  re- 
leased by  an  instrument  of  as  high  a  nature,  or  by  deed.  The  fact  of  the 
defendant's  attending  meetings  and  receiving  summonses  up  to  a  certain 
time,  and  then  ceasing  to  attend  the  one  and  to  receive  the  other,  and  the 
fact  of  his  not  executing  the  deed,  are  strong  circumstances  to  show  thai 
it  had  been  mutually  agreed  between  him  and  the  rest  that  he  should  no 
longer  be  a  member  of  the  company. 

V.  Williams,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  agree  with  the  rest 
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of  the  court  that  the  onus  lay  on  the  plaintifT,  to  show  that  the  defendant 
was  a  member  of  the  company  at  the  time  of  judgment  obtained.  Whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  could  have  recovered  against  the  defendant  had  he  been 
sued  in  the  ordinary  form  as  a  partner,  is  a  question  which  is  not  before 
uSy  and  which  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide. 

Postea  to  the  defendant. 
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By  indenture  dated  the  17th  of  November,  1845,  reciting  that  A.  waa  indebted  to  B.  in  100/., 
A.  assigned  to  B.  all  the  goods,  flxtares,  tools,  &c^  which  then  were,  or  at  any  time  during 
the  continuance  of  that  security  should  be,  in  and  upon  certain  premises,  to  have,  receive, 
and  take  the  said  goods,  &c.,  thereby  assigned,  as  per  tch^dule^  unto  B.,  &c.  Tlio  deed  con- 
tained a  covenant  by  A.  for  payment  of  the  100/.  on  the  8th  of  February,  1846,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  Stli  of  August  preceding  >« 
Held,  that  a  mortgage  stamp  on  the  deed,  applicable  to  a  sum  not  exceeding  100/.,  was  sufficient 
Heldf  also,  that,  in  an  action  of  covenant,  for  non-payment  of  the  money,  B.  was  not  bound 
to  produce  tlie  schedule. 

Covenant,  on  a  bill  of  sale,  by  indenture,  made  to  secure  the  payment 
of  100/.  and  interest  on  a  certain  day.     Breach,  non-payment. 

Pleas — first,  non  est  /actum — secondly,  that  the  deed  was  obtained  by 
fraud  and  covin. 

At  the  trial  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  last  Essex  assizes,  the  plaintiff 
produced  the  indenture,  which  bore  date  the  17th  of  November,  1845,  and 
began  by  reciting  that  100/.  were  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff 
for  certain  fixtures,  stock,  &c.,  sold  and  delivered,  and  then  proceeded  to 
state  that  the  defendant  did  by  those  presents  bargain,  sell,  assign,  transfer, 
and  set  over,  unto  the  plaintiff,  &c.,  all  and  every  the  goods,  fixtures, 
tools,  utensils,  implements,  and  things  which  then  were,  or  at  any  time 
during  the  continuance  of  the  security  thereby  made,  should  be,  in,  upon, 
about,  or  belonging  to  the  workshops,  outhouses,  yards,  dwelling-houses, 
and  premises,  situate,  &c.,  to  have,  receive,  and  take  the  said  goods,  fix- 
tures, tools,  utensils,  implements,  and  things  thereby  assigned,  as  per 
schedule^  unto  the  plaintiff,  &c.  Then  followed  a  covenant  for  payment 
of  the  100/.  on  the  8th  of  February,  1846,  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
8th  of  August  preceding.     The  deed  was  stamped  with  a  30^.  stamp. 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that  the  deed  was  insufficiently 
stamped,  and  that  it  could  not  be  read  'without  the  schedule.  The  rvgog 
learned  judge  overruled  the  objections,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a 
verdict  for  104/.  10*.  8(/.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the 
sufficiency  of  the  stamp,  and  upon  the  necessity  of  giving  the  schedule  in 
evidence. 

Badeley^  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  moved  accordingly.     The  stamp  was  - 
insufficient  to  cover  the  interest  accrued  prior  to  the  date  of  the  deed, 
^hich  had  then  become  principal.     In  Lddcson  v.  Cass^  1  B.  &  Ad.  343, 
a  bond  was  given  for  2000/.,  the  condition  of  which,  after  reciting  that 
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A.  B.  had  opened  an  account  with  D.,  E.,  F.,  and  G.|  as  bankers,  and 
that  the  bankers  had  agreed  to  discount  bills,  and  pay  in  advance,  for 
A.  B.,  any  sum  not  exceeding  1000/.  in  the  whole,  was,  that  A.  B.  and  C« 
should  satisfy  and  pay  the  bankers  all  such  sums  as  they  should  advance 
on  account  of  the  discounting  or  paying  of  any  bills,  &c.,  together  with 
such  lawful  charges  and  allowances  for  advancing  and  paying  such  bills, 
as  are  usually  charged  by  the  bankers  in  such  cases,  and  interest ;  and  it 
was  held,  that,  this  being  a  bond  to  secure,  not  only  1000/.,  but  a  further  ^ 
sum  for  the  bankers'  charges  for  commission,  &c.,  the  stamp  of  5/.  required 
by  the  55  G.  3,  c.  184,  sched.  part  I.,  tit.  c'JBoiu/,"  given  to  secure  a 
sum  exceeding  500/.,  and  not  exceeding  1000/.,  was  not  sufficient. 
[Maule,  J.  The  stamp  act  imposes  the  duty  only  upon  the  principd 
8um.(a)  Here,  the  claim  to  the  prior  interest  arises  only  on  the  deed. 
In  Barker  v.  Smart  (or  Smark),  7  M.  fc  W.  590,  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  211,  a 
bond,  dated  in  June,  was  conditioned  for  payment  of  3000/.  with  interest 
at  5  per  cent  from  March  preceding ;  and  the  court,  treating  the  prior 
*9401  ^'^^^^^^  ^  ^"  incident  only,  held  that  a  7/.  stamp  *was  sufficient] 
That  is  contrary  to  the  inclination  of  Lord  Ellevbo&ough's  opi- 
nion in  Israd  y.  Benjamin^  3  Campb.  40 ;  and  the  reasons  given  for  Ae 
decision  are  by  no  means  satisfactory.  The  circumstance  of  part  of  the 
debt  being  called  interest,  will  not  alter  its  character. 

The  plaintiff  was  clearly  bound  to  produce  the  schedule.  The  tudtendum^ 
—the  office  of  which  is  to  « limit  the  certainty  of  the  estate,"  and  which 
<<may  abridge  or  alter  the  generality  of  the  premises,"  (6) — expressly 
refers  to  the  schedule,  and  makes  it  part  of  the  deed.  It  is  impossible  to 
give  any  effect  to  the  deed  without  the  production  of  the  schedule.  Weeks 
V.  MaiUardetj  14  East,  568,  is  precisely  in  point.  There,  by  articles  under 
seal,  the  defendant  bound  himself,  under  a  penalty,  to  deliver  to  the  plain- 
tiff, by  a  certain  day,  «the  whole  of  his  mechanical  pieces,  at  ^lerfcAerfab 
annexed."  In  covenant  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  in  not  delivering 
the  pieces,  the  plaintiff,  after  setting  out  the  articles  executed  by  the  de- 
fendant, averred  that  to  the  said  articles  there  was  then  and  there  annexed 
and  subscribed  a  certain  schedule  of  the  said  several  pieces  of  mechanism 
agreed  to  be  delivered,  &c. :  and  it  was  held,  upon  nan  estfadum  pleaded, 
that  it  was  competent  to  the  defendant  to  show,  in  his  defence,  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  articles,  (he  schedule  was  not  annexed^ 
but  that,  in  foot,  it  was  afterwards  subscribed  and  annexed  to  the  articles 
by  the  vritness,  who  was  the  agent  of  both  parties,  immediately  after  the 
execution  of  the  articles,  and  after  one  of  the  parties  had  left  the  room : 
though  the  pieces  mentioned  in  the  schedule  so  annexed  were  suck 
as  had  been  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  before  the  executbn  of  the 
articles. 

(«}  See  Didbon  ▼.  RMmmm,  1  M.  &  Rob.  115,  5  C.  &  P.  06;  lkiar4my.Bmiu,lM.kBak 
130;  Foreman  y.  /fyci,  9  C.  &P.  410. 

(6)  CoimDig.  tiUeFatt»(£.0);  dtiog  Ca  LtttSa,  SBoO.  Abr.SS,  L  39,  0  Co.Il0p.47K 
And  see  Hob.  171. 
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'  *Wiu>E,  C.  J.  Upon  the  first  point,  the  court  is  of  opinion  r*Q4i 
that  there  should  be  no  rule.  Looking  at  the  words  of  the  stamp 
act  (a) — «<  Any  conveyance  of  any  lands,  estate,  or  property  whatsoeYer, 
in  trust  to  be  sold  or  otherwise  converted  into  money,  which  shall  be 
intended  only  as  a  security,  and  shall  be  redeemable  before  the  sale  or 
other  disposal  thereof,  either  by  express  stipulation  or  otherwise,  except," 
JLc. — <<  where  the  same  respectively  shall  be  made  as  a  security  for  the 
payment  of  any  definite  and  certain  sum  of  money  advanced  or  lent  at 
the  time,  or  previously  due  and  owing,  or  forborne  to  be  paid,  being  pay- 
able"— we  think  this  case  does  not  fall  within  it.  There  is  nothing  on  the 
face  of  this  deed  to  show  that  it  was  given  to  secure  any  thing  beyond  10(M. 
It  professes  to  recite  what  is  due,  and  expressly  limits  the  defendant's 
liability  to  100/.  and  interest  The  covenant  for  payment  is  by  no  means 
conclusive  to  show  that  any  antecedent  interest  was  due.  There  is  no- 
thing incongruous  or  inconsistent  in  a  party's  covenanting  to  pay  interest 
calculated  from  an  antecedent  period.  A  statute  imposing  a  tax  upon 
the  subject  should  always  receive  a  strict  interpretation,  and  should  not 
be  allowed  to  operate  as  a  charge,  unless  the  words  are  plain  and  unam^ 
biguous.  But,  when  we  find  that  a  court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  has 
already  pronounced  a  decision  upon  the  subject,  we  ought  not  to  introduce 
a  doubt  by  ^granting  a  rule. 

The  other  point  is  one  of  some  difficulty,  and  therefore  as  to  that  the 
rule  may  go. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted  accordingly, 

Shee^  Seijt,  and  Pdersdwrf^  now  showed  cause.  The  schedule  was 
not  annexed  to  the  deed,  nor  did  it  appear,  by  necessary  implication,  to 
form  any  part  of  it.  *[Maule,  J.  Would  it  not  be  connected  r«942 
with  it  for  the  purpose  of  duty  ?]  No.  The  act  imposes  a  separate 
duty  upon  schedules(i)  in  the  following  terms: — <<Schedide,  inventory, 
or  catalogue  of  any  lands,  hereditaments,  or  heritable  subjects,  or  of  any 
furniture,  fixtures,  or  other  goods  or  effects ;  or  containing  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  any  proposed  sale,  lease,  or  tack,  or  the  conditions  and  regu- 
lations for  the  cultivation  or  management  of  any  farm,  lands,  or  other 
property  leased  or  agreed  to  be  leased ;  or  containing  any  other  matter  or 
matters  of  contract  or  stipulation  whatsoever,  which  shall  be  referred  to  in 
or  by,  and  be  intended  to  be  used  or  given  in  evidence  as  part  of,  or  as 
material  to,  any  agreement,  lease,  tack,  bond,  deed,  or  other  instrument 
charged  with  any  duty  in  this  schedule,  but  whkh  shaU  be  eeparate  and 
distinct  frcm^  and  not  endorsed  on  or  annexed  to  sach  agreement,  lease, 
tack,  bond,  deed,  or  other  instrument" — a  duty  of  1/.  bs.  If  the  defend- 
ant wanted  the  schedule  for  any  purpose,  he  might  have  given  a  notice  to 
produce,  and  so  made  it  part  of  his  case.  All  the  plaintiff  wanted,  was, 
to  prove  the  covenant  for  payment  of  the  money.     Week$  v.  MaUlardei 


s. 


95  O.  3,  c  184)  fchecL  part  L,  tic  Morigagi. 
55  G.  3,0. 184.  tcbed.  pvt  L  tit  Scheditb. 
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has  nothing  to  do  with  this  case :  there,  the  schedule  was  annexed  to,  and 
formed  part  of,  the  deed  declared  on.  If  the  argument  on  the  other  side 
were  correct,  the  plaintiff  would  be  bound  to  produce  every  deed  or  do- 
cument collaterally  referred  to  in  the  indenture  declared  on.  Duck  ▼. 
Braddyliy  M'Clell.  217,  13  Price,  455,  is  an  authority,  if  any  were  want- 
ing, to  show  that  that  is  not  necessary. 

Badeley^  in  support  of  the  rule.    It  is  not  contended,  as  in  Duck  r. 
*9431     ^^^^^yl^i  ^hat  the  deed  is  vitiated.     But  *the  objection  is,  that, 

inasmuch  as  the  deed  refers  to,  and  is  wholly  unintelligible  without, 
the  schedule,  in  the  absence  of  the  latter,  the  former  is  not  readable. 
Here,  besides  the  plea  of  non  est  /actum^  there  is  a  plea  of  fraud :  now, 
the  whole  effect  of  the  deed  must  be  seen  before  that  issue  can  be  disposed 
of:  it  is  only  by  reference  to  the  schedule  that  the  deed  becomes  perfect. 
[Maule,  J.  Does  a  mere  reference  to  another  document  impose  upon  a 
party  the  necessity  of  producing  that  other  document,  where  he  is  suing 
upon  a  covenant  for  payment  of  money  ?]  A  thing  thbt  is  quite  collateral 
to  the  covenant  declared  on  need  not  to  be  produced.  But,  here,  the  only 
means  of  ascertaining  what  is  conveyed  by  the  deed,  is,  by  referring  to 
the  schedule.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  It  is  perfectly  immaterial,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  action,  what  goods  were  conveyed  by  the  deed.]  Weeks  v.  MaUlardd 
is  precisely  in  point.  Lord  Ellenborough  there  says :  «The  question  is, 
whether  the  objection  can  be  taken  on  the  plea  of  non  est  factum;  and, 
to  determine  that,  it  is  necessary  to  decide  whether  the  schedule  is  virtually 
a  part  of  the  deed.  <  Verba  rehta  hoc  maximt  operantur  per  rtferentiam^ 
utineis  inssse  videntur.*  (a)  If  it  be  no  part  of,  but  dehors  the  deed,  the 
objection  fails.  What,  then,  was  the  intention  of  the  parties?  It  was 
agreed  that  the  defendant  should  deliver  up  to  the  plaintiff,  by  a  certain 
day,  <the  whole  of  his  mechanical  pieces,  as  per  schedule  annexed  f  all 
the  machineries  performing  and  in  good  order;  and  the  defendant  was 
also  to  instruct  the  plaintiff  in  the  manner  of  exhibiting  and  making  them 
perform  :  and,  <on  the  day  of  the  defendant's  delivering  the  above  pieces^ 
as  therein  mentionedy^  the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum.  Without 
the  schedule,  there  was  no  duty  to  be  performed  by  either  party.  The 
*Q4'i1     sc^^^u'^  alone  ^designates  the  subject-matters  to  be  delivered  up 

by  the  one  party  and  paid  for  by  the  other.  The  whole  deed  was 
inoperative,  unless  the  schedule  was  co-existing  with  it,  and  forming  part 
of  the  obligation.  Taken  by  itself,  the  deed  is  insensible,  and  has  no 
object  to  operate  upon :  therefore  it  is  not  the  defendant's  deed  without  the 
schedule,  which  gives  effect  and  meaning  to  the  whole  of  the  duties  to  be 
performed  on  either  side.  The  articles  assume,  that,  at  the  time  of  their 
execution,  the  schedule  was  annexed ;  and,  if  there  were  then  no  schedule, 
there  was  no  deed  for  any  sensible  purpose ;  for,  no  duty  could  be  de- 
manded on  the  one  side,  or  performed  on  the  other,  without  the  schedule." 
[Wllde,  C.  J.     That  would  be  an  authority  to  the  purpose,  if  this  were  an 

(a)  Co.  Litu  359. a. 
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action  for  not  delivering  up  the  goods.]  The  principle  contended  for  is 
still  further  exemplified  by  the  case  of  Cook  v.  Remington^  6  Mod.  237, 
1  Salic.  498.  (a)  In  debt  on  a  bond  with  a  condition  to  perform  cove- 
nants in  a  certain  indenture  mentioned,  the  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the 
indenture ;  one  of  the  covenants  in  which  was,  that  the  defendant  would 
safely  give  up  to  the  plaintiff  the  goods,  a  particular  whereof  was  written 
on  the  hack  of  the  indenture.  Upon  demurrer  to  a  plea  of  performance 
generally,  it  was  held  « that  the  endorsement  it  the  time  of  the  ensealing 
and  delivery  of  the  deed,  was  part  of  it ;  rnd  therefore  oyer  of  the  body 
of  the  deed,  without  oyer  of  the  endorsement^  was  not  a  complete  oyer  of 
the  deed,  the  deed  relating  to  the  endorsement,  and  therefore  not  perfect 
without  it," 

WiLHE,  C.  J.  This  case  appears  to  me  to  be  free  from  difficulty.  The 
deed  declared  on  contains  a  distinct  covenant  for  the  payment  of  100/.,  with 
interest,  on  a  given  day ;  to  which  full  efiect  may  be  given  •without  \*QAf^ 
referring  to  any  thing  extrinsic.  It  may  happen  that  reference  is 
so  made  in  the  principal  deed  to  other  deeds  and  documents,  as  to  render 
it  impossible  to  give  effect  to  such  deed  without  also  producing  the  others. 
What  the  plaintiflf  is  bound  to  produce,  must  depend  upon  the  particular 
part  of  the  deed  upon  which  the  action  is  brought.  Where  he  is  seeking 
to  enforce  performance  of  a  covenant  for  payment  of  money,  he  may  very 
well  establish  his  case  without  producing  a  schedule  that  has  relation  to 
a  totally  distinct  and  collateral  matter.  It  was  always  open  to  a  party 
who  seeks  to  impeach  a  deed  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  to  produce  the  evi- 
dence upon  which  he  relies  to  establish  fraud.  In  Weeks  v.  MaUlardet 
the  action  was  brought  for  non-performance  of  the  covenant  to  deliver  the 
goods  enumerated  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  deed.  Common  sense 
would  teach  us  that  the  covenant  could  not  be  made  intelligible  without 
recourse  being  had  to  the  schedule.  The  observations  of  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  must  be  taken  with  reference  to  that  state  of  facts.  I  think  the 
rule  must  be  discharged. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  discharged. (J) 

(a)  And  see  1  Sid.  60,  97,  425. 

(6)  See  Bou  v.  Parkir,  1  R  &  C.  368,  2  D.  &  R  662.  In  Dyer  r.  Gran,  1  Exch.  71,  the 
plamtiflf,  upon  the  trial  of  an  interpleader  issue,  tendered  in  evidence  of  a  biU  of  sale  and 
icliedule,  the  former  of  which  assigned  to  him  **  all  the  goods,  fixtures,  houselioid  furniture, 
plate,  &c.,  &c.,  in  and  about  a  messuage  and  premises  where  he  now  resides,  and  being  No. 
2  Park  Road,  &c.,  and  the  chief  articles  whereof  are  poitiru/aWy  emmm'attd  anddtacnbtd  m  a 
terlain  scheduU  hereunto  antuxed,''^  The  schedule  was  in  no  way  annexed  to  the  deed,  and  was 
inadmissible  for  want  of  a  stamp. 

The  court,  upon  the  authority  of  Duck  v.  BraddyU^  hold  that  the  biU  of  sale  was  admissibto 
10  evidence  without  the  schedule. 

Wtekt  v.  MaiUardet  was  cited  at  the  bar,  and  was  distinguished  by  the  court 
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One  wbo  merely  assents  to  his  name  being  published  in  a  list  of  a  provisional  committee  of  i 
prqjeoted  railway  company,  does  not  thereby  impliedly  authorize  the  secretary,  or  any  one 
else)  to  pledge  bis  credit  for  goods  supplied  to,  or  work  done  fi>r,  the  oronpany. 

To  prove  that  the  defendant,  **  J.  S.  of  B.,  wool-stapler,"  wrote  a  letter  authorising  the  seer^ 
tary  of  a  projected  railway  company  to  insert  his  name  in  the  list  of  committee-men,  a  wit- 
ness was  called,  who  stated  thAt  he  knew  a  «  J.  S.  of  B.,  a  wool-siapler,"  and  that  the  tetter 
produced,  and  bearing  the  B.  postmark,  was  his  handwriting ;  the  witness  further  sniing 
that  he  knew  another  *<  J.  S.  of  B.,''  also  a  wool-stapler.  SembU,  that  this  was  not  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury  to  identi^  J.  S.  &e  committeeHman,  with  J.  &  the  party  sued. 

Assumpsit,  by  an  advertising  agent,  for  money  paid,  and  for  work  and 
labour  in  procuring  advertisements  to  be  inserted  in  various  newspapers, 
for  a  projected  railway  company,  to  be  called  The  Northem-and-Ekistero* 
Counties- Junction  Railway  Company.  The  amount  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff was  910/.  9s. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltmak,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  at  Maid- 
stone. It  appeared  that  the  scheme  was  projected  by  one  Morris,  who 
was  provisionally  registered,  pursuant  to  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,u 
its  promoter ;  that  Morris  had  appointed  one  Wright  to  be  secretary  to  the 
company ;  and  that  the  orders  for  the  advertisements  had  been  given  by 
Wright. 

On  the  6th  of  October,  1845,  a  prospectus  was  issued,  containing  the 
names  of  the  provisional  committee,  and  amongst  them  that  of  «•  James 
Stead,  of  Bradford."  The  first  meeting  of  the  provisional  committee  took 
place  on  the  25th  of  October,  before  which  day  all  the  advertisements  had 
appeared ;  at  this  meeting  a  managing  committee  was  appointed,  who 
seem  to  have  adopted  what  had  been  done  by  Morris  and  the  secretary. 
The  defendant  was  not  a  member  of  the  managing  committee,  nor  did  he 
ever  attend  any  meeting.  Early  in  November  it  was  found  that  the 
scheme  could  not  be  advantageously  prosecuted)  and  theiefore  it  was 
abandoned. 

*9471  *^^  order  to  prove  that  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  provisional 
committee,  Wright,  the  secretary,  stated,  that,  towards  the  end  of 
September,  he  addressed  a  letter  to  James  Stead,  a  wool-stapler,  at  Brad- 
ford, asking  him  if  he  would  allow  his  name  to  be  put  down  as  one  of  the 
provisional  committee ;  that  he  received  in  answer  a  letter,  which  he  pro* 
duced,  bearing  the  Bradford  postmark,  purporting  to  come  from  James 
Stead,  assenting  to  the  proposal. 

In  order  to  prove  that  this  letter  was  in  the  handwriting  of  the  de- 
fendant, one  Duckett,  a  banker  at  Bradford,  was  called.  He  stated  that 
he  knew  a  James  Stead,  a  wool-stapler  at  Bradford,  who  kept  an  account 
at  his  bank,  and  was  acquainted  with  his  handwriting,  which  the  letter 
was :  he  further  stated  that  he  was  also  acquainted  with  another  James 
Steady  who  resided  at  the  same  place,  and  carried  on  the  same  business. 


*  ^ 
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There  was  no  eTidence  to  show  wfaicfa  of  these  two  persons  was  the  pait^ 
again^  whom  the  present  action  was  brought. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  insisted  that  there  was  no  evidenced 
to  go  to  the  jury  that  he  had  ever  assented  to  become  a  member  of  the 
provisional  committee  ;  and  that,  assuming  that  there  was»  and  that  the 
committee-men  were  liabte  for  orders  given  by  the  secretary  after  tfat^ 
formation  of  the  committee,  they  were  not  responsible  for  orders  previous! 
qifen. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jnry  that  the  defendant,  having — supposing^ 

nem  to  be  satisfied  that  the  letter  of  the  2d  of  October  came  from  him— «^ 

assented  to  act  as  a  member  of  the  provisional  committee,  must  be  con*' 

sidered  as  having  authorized  the  secretary  to  incur  all  expenses  necessary* 

to  the  establishment  of  the  company. 

The  jury  having  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  500/., 

^CharmeUj  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi    po^o 
to  enter  a  nonsuit,  (pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,)  if  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury : 
or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence. 
is  to  the  identity  of  the  defendant  as  the  writer  of  the  letter,  he  cited^ 
SSnoett  V.  Evans,  4  Q.  B.  626. 

Luih  now  showed  cause.     There  was  sufficient  evidence  given  to  iden- 
tify James  Stead  as  the  writer  of  the  letter.   [Wilde,  C.  J.  Which  James" 
Stead?]     The  defendant.      In  Simpson  v.  Distnorej  9  M.  &  W.  47, 
I  Dowl.  N.  S.  257,  in  an  action  for  medicines  and  attendances  by  the' 
plaintiff  as  an  apothecary,  the  plaintiff  put  in  evidence  a  license  from  the' 
Apothecaries'  Company  to  practise  as  such,  granted  to  a  person  bearing' 
the  same  name  and  surname ;  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  sufficient 
primd  facie  evidence  to  show  the  identity  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  person 
named  in  the  license.     So,  in  Oreenshields  v.  Cravrfordf  9  M.  &  W. 
314,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  439,  in  an  action  by  endorsee  against  acceptor  of  a 
bill  of  exchange,  directed  to  <« Charles  Banner  Crawford,  East  India' 
House,"  and  accepted  «  C.  B.  Oawford :"  it  was  proved  that  ^is  ac- 
ceptance was  the  handwriting  of  a  gentleman  of  die  name  of  Charles  Ban- ' 
net  Crawford,  formerly  a  clerk  in  the  I!ast  India  House,  who  had  left  it 
five  years  ago ;  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  ^ 
identity  of  the  defendant  with  the  person  whose  handwriting  was  proved* 
The  rule  kdd  down  in  Sewell  v.  Evans,  and  Roden  v.  Hyde,  to  prove  the  ' 
execution  by  the  defendant  of  an  instrument  on  which  he  is  sued,  is  Acs , 
— if  it  be  shown  that  such  instrument  is  executed  by  a  person  bearing  Ibe 
defendant's  name,  it  is  not  necessary  t^  give  e\*idence  strictly  identifying ' 
*the  person  whose  signature  is  proved,  with  the  party  on  whom     r«g^ 
process  has  been  served,  unless  facts  appear  which  raise  a  doulit 
as  to  the  identity.    Lord  Dekitan,  in  the  latter  case,  sajrs :  «<  Where  a  ' 
person,  in  the  course  of  the  ordinary  transactions  of  Ufe,  has  signed  hia 
name  to  such  an  instrument  as  this^  I  do  not  think  there  is  an  instance  itt  ^ 
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irbich  evidence  of  identity  has  been  required,  except  Jones  ▼.  Janes,  9  M. 
&  W.  75.  There,  the  name  was  proved  to  be  reiy  common  in  the 
^ountry  ;  and  I  do  not  say  that  evidence  of  this  kind  may  not  be  rendered 
pecessary  by  particular  circumstances :  as,  for  instance,  length  of  time 
i$ince  the  name  was  signed.  But,  in  cases  where  no  particular  circum- 
stance tends  to  raise  a  question  as  to  the  party  being  the  same,  even  iden- 
tity of  name  is  something  from  which  an  inference  may  be  drawn.'' 
«  The  observations  of  Lord  Abinger,  and  Alderson,  B.,  in  GreensKeUs 
V.  Crawford,  apply  to  this  case.  The  transactions  of  the  world  could  not 
go  on  if  such  an  objection  were  to  prevail.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the 
doubt  should  ever  have  been  raised  ;  and  it  is  best  that  we  should  sweep 
it  away  as  soon  as  we  can."  This  was  a  question  for  the  judge,  and  not 
for  the  jury.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  It  was  for  the  judge  to  say,  whether  or  not 
the  evidence  was  admissible ;  for  the  jury,  whether  it  was  sufficient.] 
Upon  the  balance  of  authorities,  the  identity  of  name  is,  primdfocU, 
Enough.  [Maule,  J.  All  that  the  evidence  amounts  to  is  this,  that  the 
defendant,  or  the  other  James  Stead,  wrote  the  letter.  Wilde,  C.  J.  re- 
ferred to  Bulkeley  v.  Bidler,  2  B.  &  C.  434,  3  D.  fc  R.  625,  and  Jwrmm 
tj.  Hooper,  6  M.  &  G.  827,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  663.] 

Assuming  the  identity  of  the  defendant  to  have  been  sufficiently  esta- 
blished, the  next  question  is,  whether  the  contract  in  respect  of  which  this 
*^501  ^^^^^°  ^^  brought,  *is  one  for  which  the  defendant,  a  provisional  com- 
.  mittee-man,  is  liable  to  be  sued  ;  in  other  words,  whether  he  per- 
ipitted  himself  to  be  held  out  as  a  person  who  authorized  the  secretary  to 
ipake  the  contract.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  It  appears  that  the  provisional  com* 
mittee  met  once  ;  and  that  the  only  act  they  did  was  to  appoint  a  com- 
K^ittee  of  management.  The  orders  for  the  advertisements  for  which  this 
aiction  is  brought  had  all  been  given  before  that  time.  The  learned  judge 
seems  to  have  told  the  jury  that  one  who  authorizes  the  secretary  to  use 
h^s  name  as  ^  committee-man,  gives  an  implied  authority,  not  to  his  fellow 
cpmmittee-men,  but  to  the  secretary,  to  make  contracts  so  as  to  bind  him. 
That  surely  cannot  be  correct.]  The  committee  adopted  all  that  had  been 
done  by  the  secretary.  [Cresswell,  J.  It  has  been  laid  down  broadlj 
bjjf  the  eourt  of  Exchequer,  after  full  discussion  and  consideration,  in  the 
cpises  of  Reynell  v.  Lewis  and  Wyld  v.  Hopkins,  15  M.  &  W.  517,  ante 
679,  (a)  that  the  mere  fact  of  a  person's  agreeing  to  become  a  member  of 
tl^e  provisional  committee  of  an  intended  railway  company,  amounts  to  no 
more  than  a  promise  that  be  wil^  act  with  other  persons  appointed,  or  to 
b^  appointed,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  scheme  into  effect:  there- 
fore, in  an  action  against  a  provisional  committee-man,  for  goods  supplied 
on  the  order  of  the  solicitor  of  the  company,  it  was  held  that  the  law 
vrould  not  imply ,  from  the  mere  fact  of  his  agreeing  to  be  a  member  of  such 
committee,  an  authority  from  him  to  every  other  cofdmUtee-^nan  to  make 

^a)  And  seo  Wibon  ▼.  Visnunt  Cwtorij  lb.  532,  where  the  defendant  was  an  acting  mem 
key  of  the  managing  coinmistee. 
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contracts  by  himself  or  by  the  solicitor  or  secretary,  or  an  authority  to  the 
solicitor  or  secretary  to  make  them  on  behalf  of  the  committee.]  Lorii 
Denman,  and  some  of  the  other  judges  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
ha%'e  declined  to  be  bound  by  *those  cases.  The  point  has  not  r*Qpi 
yet  been  discussed  in  that  court  in  banco, 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  court  of  Exchequer  having  solemnly  decided  the 
point,  I  think  it  does  not  become  a  court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  to  en- 
tertain a  discussion  as  to  the  propriety  of  such  decision.  That  should  be 
left  for  a  court  of  error.  A  contrary  course  would  tend  to  much  uncer- 
tainty and  inconvenience  to  the  public.  According  to  the  case  of  ReV" 
nell  V.  Lewis  and  Wyld  v.  Hopkins^  therefore,  from  which  I,  for  one,  am 
not  disposed  to  depart,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited  at  the 
trial. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring, 

Rule  absolute  for  a  nonsuit. 


I 
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In  an  action  by  the  secretary  against  a  provisional-committee-man  of  a  projected  railway  conn- 
pany,  for  arrears  of  salary,  a  judge  at  chambers  ordered  that  the  defendant  should  be  at 
liberty  to  inspect,  and  take  copies  from,  the  minute-book  of  the  company  containing  resolu- 
tions of  the  managing  committee^  referred  to  in  the  plaintiff's  particular  of  demand  ad  the 
foundation  of  his  claim. 

The  court  refused  to  rescind  the  order,  the  plaintiff  not  satisfactorily  showing  that  it  was  not 
in  his  power  to  comply  with  it 

I 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  from  the  defendant^ 
one  of  the  committee  of  management  of  The  HuU-Birmingbam-and-Swaxt- 
sea-Junction-Railway  Company,  a  balance  of  215/.  10$.,  for  salary,  &c«y 
alleged  to  be  due  to  him  as  secretary.  The  particulars  of  demand  were 
as  follows : — 

«1846.    May.    To  eight  months'  salary,  from   18th   Sept   1845,  to    £    t.    d. 

18th  May,  1846,  at  ^OOL  per  annum  as  per  resolution 
of  managing  committee  of  the  Hull,  &c.  Railway 

Company 200    0    0 

«  Gratuity,  as  per  ditto 5000 

« August  To  salary  from  18th  May  to  18th  August,  1846,  92 

days,  at   It  1«.  per  day,  as  per  resolution  of  com- 
mittee        0G12O 

« To  various  attendances  since  18th  August,  &c.  &c., 

18  days,  at  U  1«. 18  18    0 

365  10    0 
"Creditor, 

**  May  9.    By  cash  on  account        ....         100    0    0 
« August  10.    Do.    do. 50    0    0    150  10    0 

*      215  10    0" 

On  the  5th  instant,  V.  Williams,  J.,  made  the  following  order,  « that 
the  defendant,  his  attorney  or  agent,  be  at  liberty  to  inspect,  and  taka 
copies  from,  the  minute-book  containing  the  resolution  referred  to  in  the 

3c2 


&52  Shaw  ^^  Holmes.  H.  T.  1847. 

particulars  cf  drmand>  and  other  books  contaiuing  any  minutes  of  pro- 
ceedings or  resolutions  of  the  managing  committee  of  The  HuU-Birmiog- 
'j^am- an  d-Swansea- Junction- Rail  way  Company;  and  that,  in  the  mean- 
time, all  further  proceedings  be  stayed." 

'^9531         *Bramwelly  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
to  rescind  the  above  order,  and  also  an  order  giving  the  defendant 
six  days'  further  time  to  plead  after  inspection.     The  plaintiff's  affidavit, 
on  which  the  rule  was  granted,  stated,  that  he  was  the  secretary  of  the 
company,  and  had  acted  as  such  from  its  formation ;  that  he  was  unable 
to  comply  with  the  order  to  inspect,  in  consequence  of  all  the  books, 
vouchers,  and  documents  relating  to  the  company  being  in  the  possessioQ 
and  under  the  control  of  the  solicitor  to  the  company,  the  same  having 
been  placed  in  his  offices,  No.  3,  Lothbury,  when  the  offices  of  the  com- 
pany were  given  up,  in  October  last  past ;  that  the  plaintiflf  had  not  had 
the  custody  or  control  of  any  of  the  books,  vouchers,  and  documents  at 
any  time  since  the  order  was  made ;  that  he  ceased  to  have  any  such  cus- 
tody or  control  in  the  said  month  of  October  last ;  that,  in  the  said  month 
of  October  last,  the  said  books  and  other  documents  were  placed,  and  had 
ever  since  remained,  and  still  were,  in  the  custody,  ^nd  under  the  control, 
of  the  solicitor,  who  absolutely  refused  to  produce  any  of  such  books  and 
other  documents,  pursuant  to  the  order,  without  the  authority  of  the  ma- 
'naging  committee  of  the  company,  unless  the  defendant  would  formally 
admit  his  liability  to  the  creditors  of  the  company ;  that  it  was,  in  con- 
sequence, wholly  out  of  the  plaintiff's  power  to  comply  with  the  order, 
although  he  was  desirous  to  do  so ;  and  that  he  was  not  a  promoter  of  the 
company,  nor  did  he  in  any  w*ay  collude  with  the  solicitor  to  the  company. 
Wordsworth  showed  cause.     From  the  affidavits  in  answer  to  the  rule, 
h  appears,  that  the  solicitor  referred  to  in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit,  is  regis- 
tered as  the  sole  promoter  of  the  proposed  company,  under  the  statute 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110 ;  that  nearly  all  those  who  bad  assented  to  their  names 
*9541     ^^^"S  P^^  down  as  *provisional-committee-men,  did  so  upon  an 
indemnity  against  costs  and  expenses  being  given  to  them  by  the 
solicitor  and  the  plaintiff  as  secretary;  and  that  all  the  prospectuses  of  the 
proposed  company  filed  under  the  statute,  were  so  filed  without  the  names 
of  any  provisional  or  other  committee,  and  with  the  names  only  of  the 
solicitor  and  secretary.     There  is,  therefore,  strong  ground  for  believing 
that  the  only  persons  who  can  exercise  any  control  over  the  books  and 
"  documents  of  the  company,  are,  the  solicitor  and  the  plaintiff;  and  the 
affidavit  of  the  latter  by  no  means  shows,  in  a  manner  that  the  court  can 
consider  satisfactory,  that  he  is  unable  to  comply  with  the  order.    It  has 
heen  clearly  settled,  in  a  variety  of  cases,  that  a  defendant  is  entitled  to 
have  inspection  of  the  agreement  on  which  the  action  is  brought,  where 
he  has  an  interest  in  it,  so  as  to  put  the  plaintiff  in  the  position  of  one 
holding  it  as  trustee  for  him :  Blakey  v.  Porter^  1  Taunt.  386 ;  Baidyl^ 
V.  Bkashy,  3  Bingh.  148, 10 J. B.  Moore,  523 ;  Rowes. Ifowcfen, 4 Bingh 
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539,  n.,  1  M.  &  P.  334 ;  Bundle  r.  Bearnnoniy  4  Bingh.  537,  1  M.  &  P, 
396 ;  Chamock  v.  Lumley^  5  Scott,  438 ;  which  latter  was  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  and  yet  was  held  to  fall  within  the  spirit  of  the 
rule.  And  in  Steadman  v.  Arden^  15  M.  &  W.  587,  in  an  action  by  an 
allottee  of  railway  shares,  against  a  member  of  the  provisional  committee, 
to  recover  back  his  deposit,  the  court  of  Exchequer  ordered  that  the  plain* 
tiff  should  have  an  inspection  and  copy  of  the  subscribers'  agreement  and 
parliamentary  contract,  which  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  signed, 
and  which  were  in  the  hands  of  the  solicitors  of  the  company, — the  plain- 
tiff's affidavit  stating  that  an  inspection  of  them  was  necessary  to  him  for 
the  purpose  of  framing  his  case,  and  the  defendant  not  ^showing  vm^pj^ 
that  they  were  not  within  his  power  or  control.  Ai^derson,  B., 
there  says:  "All  that  is  material,  is,  that  both  parties  have  an  interest  ia 
the  documents,  and  that  an  inspection  of  them  is  material  to  the  prosecu« 
tion  of  the  action."  [Maule,  J.  The  first  part  of  Mr.  Baron  Aldcrson's 
proposition  hardly  applies  to  such  a  case  as  this.  Where  there  exists  one 
part  only  of  a  deed  or  agreement,  it  cannot  be  said  to  belong  to  one  party 
more  than  to  the  other.  But  a  resolution  in  a  minute-book  kept  by  a  joint- 
stock  company,  is  a  thing  kept  for  the  company's  own  private  use  and 
information.]  The  resolution  is  the  agreement,  or  evidence  of  the  agrees 
ment,  between  the  parties. 

Bramwell^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  resolution  in  the  minute-book 
is  not  an  agreement,  or  even  evidence  of  an  agreement,  between  the  par« 
ties:  it  has  been  held  not  to  need  a  stamp-— Kat^A/(m  v.  JBrtne,  1  M.  fc 
G.  359,  1  Scott,  N.  R.  258;  Lucas  v,  Beach^  1  M.  &  G.  417,  1  Scott,  N. 
R.  351.  The  plaintiff,  however,  is  willing  to  admit  that  he  ought  to  have 
complied  with  the  order,  if  he  bad  the  power  so  to  do.  He  distinctly 
swears  that  the  books  and  documents  are  not  in  his  custody  or  power,  but 
in  the  custody  of  the  solicitor,  collusion  with  whom  is  expressly  negatived. 
[Caesswell,  J.  He  does  not  tell  us  by  whom,  or  by  whose  order,  or  for 
whose  use,  the  books  were  deposited  with  the  solicitor.]  The  solicitor 
holds  them  on  behalf  of  the  managing  committee.  And  he  would  probably 
be  guilty  of  a  dereliction  of  his  duty  to  his  employers,  if  he  permitted  any 
person  to  have  access  to  them  without  their  sanction. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  somewhat  peculiar. 
The  plaintiff  is  seeking  to  enforce  *against  a  member  of  the  pro-  {-•955 
visional  committee  of  a  projected  railway  company,  a  considerable 
claim  for  alleged  services  in  the  capacity  of  secretary  to  the  company. 
The  scheme  seems  to  have  been  got  up  by  the  joint  exertions  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  solicitor,  by  whom  many  of  the  committee-men  have  been 
indemnified  against  costs  and  expenses.  The  defendant  is  not  indemni* 
fied :  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  he  ever  in  any  manner  interfered. 
The  plaintiff,  as  secretary  of  the  company,  was  the  proper  person  to  have, 
and  it  appears,  had,  down  to  a  certain  period,  the  books  of  the  company 
ia  his  possession.     An  order  having  been  made  upon  him  to  allow  tlnj 
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defendant  to  Inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  resolutions  in  the  miaute-book 
of  the  company,  upon  which  he  relies  as  evidence  of  the  contract  wiih 
^vhich  he  seeks  to  charge  the  defendant,  a  rule  has  been  obtained  to  rescind 
that  order,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  is  unable  to  comply  with  it. 
The  question  is,  whether  we  are  satisfied,  from  the  affidavits,  that  the 
plaintiff  really  and  truly  is,  by  no  fault  of  his  own,  disabled  from  paying 
obedience  to  the  order.  So  far  from  being  satisfied  <^  that,  it  is  clear  to 
my  mind  that  he  htis  control  over  these  documents,  and  that  he  can  pro* 
duce  them.  The  plaintiff  and  the  solicitor  seem  to  have  taken  a  more 
than  ordinary  interest  in  the  affairs  of  the  company:  and,  though  there  is 
ft  positive  denial  of  collusion,  I  cannot  believe,  that,  when  the  plaintiff 
deposited  the  books  and  documents  of  the  company  at  the  office  of  the 
solicitor,  he  parted  with  all  control  over  them.  It  is  now  suggested  that 
it  would  be  a  breach  of  duty  to  permit  the  books  to  be  inspected,  without 
the  consent  of  the  managing  committee.  I  think  it  does  not  lie  in  the  plain« 
tiff's  mouth  to  say  that,  when  he  swears  that  he  is  willing  to  allow  the 
proposed  inspection,  but  that  it  is  physically  impossible.    Besides,  I  think 

*9571  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^'  ^^  doubted  that  there  is  or  ever  *was  any  existing 
managing  committee,  that  could  in  reality  interfere,  to  control  or 
prevent  the  production  of  the  books.  And  I  think  the  solicitor  would 
hardly  venture  to  interpose  any  obstacle.  At  all  events,  if  the  plaintiff  is 
unable  to  produce  the  books,  it  is  by  his  own  wrongful  act, — from  the  con- 
sequences of  which  we  will  not  relieve  him, — that  he  is  prevented  from 
doing  so.  If  any  inconvenience  arises  from  the  order,  it  is  the  plaintiff, 
and  not  the  defendant,  that  should  bear  it. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  that  the  plaintiff,  who  once  had  the  custody  of 
the  books  in  question,  has  not  satisfactorily  shown  that  they  are  now  be- 
yond his  control.  If  he  had  been  ordered  by  the  managing  committee-- 
supposing  such  a  body  to  exist,  which  is  extremely  problematical — to  de* 
liver  up  the  documents  to  the  solicitor,  he  would  have  said  so.  I  have  no 
doubt  he  can  produce  them. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


WILLIAMS  V.  CROSLING.    Jan.  30. 

The  sheriff  being  in  possession  of  the  goods  of  R  under  ayi/a.  at  the  suit  of  A,  who  was 
resident  in  Scotland,  ^fiai  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  R,  and  his  assignees  claimed  the 
goods.  Upon  an  appUcation  by  the  sheriff  under  the  interpleader  act,  a  judge  atcharob^n 
made  an  order  directing  an  issue  in  which  the  assignees  were  to  be  plaintiffs,  and  A.  the 
execution-creditor,  defendant,  and  ordering  that  teeurityfor  eotU  thould  not  be  nqmred:—'Tb» 
court  amended  the  order,  by  suikingout  these  latter  words,  and  directed  that  A.  ihould^io 
security  for  costs. 

A  FIAT  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  defendant  on  the  17th  of  No- 
vember, 1846,  at  which  time  the  sheriff  of  Essex  was  in  possession  of  the 
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defendant's  ^'goods  under  ^fi,fa.  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff.  On  r*95Q 
the  3d  of  December,  the  sheriflf  took  out  a  summons,  under  the  ^ 
interpleader  act,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  and  the  official  assignee  to 
maintain  or  relinquish  their  respective  claims  to  the  goods  so  seized.  The 
summons — after  an  adjournment  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  time  for  the 
choice  of  creditors'  assignees — was  attended  before  Maule,  J.,  on  the 
12th  of  December,  when,  an  issue  being  proposed,  in  which  the  assignees 
were  to  be  plaintifls,  and  the  execution-creditor  defendant,  it  was  sug- 
gested on  behalf  of  the  former,  that  the  latter  should  give  security  for 
costs,  he  being  resident  in  Scotland,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court: 
but  the  learned  judge  made  the  following  order : — 

«« I  do  order,  that,  upon  payment  of  the  sum  of  532/.  135. 2d.  into  court 
by  the  claimants  (the  assignees)  on  or  before  Wednesday  next,  the  sheriff 
do  withdraw  from  the  possession  of  the  goods  and  chattels  seized  by  him 
under  the  writ  oi  fi.fa.  issued  herein,  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  said 
claimants  :  .^nd  I  order  that  security  for  costs  shall  not  he  required.    And 

1  do  further  order  that  the  parties  do  proceed  to  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  which  the  said  claimants  shall  be  the 
plaintiffs,  and  the  said  plaintiff  in  this  action  shall  be  defendant ;  and 
that  the  question  to  be  tried  shall  be,  whether  the  said  goods,  at  the  date 
of  the ^a^  issued  against  the  defendant,  were  the  property  of  the  assignees, 
as  against  the  execution-creditor :  And  I  further  order  that  such  issue  shall 
be  prepared  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiffs  therein  within  ten  days  from 
this  date,  and  be  returned  by  the  defendant  therein  within  five  days,  and 
shall  be  tried  at  the  sittings  in  London :  And  I  reserve  the  question  of 
costs,  and  all  further  questions,  until  after  the  trial  of  the  said  issue. 
Dated,"  &c, 

*//.  Hilly  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  exe-  rAo^a 
cution-creditor  to  show  cause  why  the  order  should  not  be  amended, 
by  striking  out  so  much  thereof  as  directed  that  security  for  costs  should  not 
be  required  ;  and  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  give  such  security  as  should 
be  approved  of  by  one  of  the  masters,  in  case  the  parties  differed,  for  payment 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  assignees  of  the  defendant,  of  their  costs  of  the  issue. 
He  submitted  that  the  execution-creditor  ought  not  to  be  placed  in  a 
better  situation,  in  this  respect,  than  he  would  have  been  in  if  the  sheriff 
had  declined  to  execute  the  writ,  and  an  action  had  been  thereupon  brought 
against  the  sheriff;  in  which  case  he  clearly  would  have  been  compelled 
to  give  security. 

Cowling  now  showed  cause.  There  is  no  pretence  for  calling  upon 
the  defendant  m  the  issue  to  give  security.  The  assignees  having  asked 
to  be  made  plaintiffs,  they  must  take  the  disadvantages,  as  well  as  the  ad- 
vantages, of  that  position.      In  Benazech  v.  Bessetty  ant^.  Vol.  II.  p.  313, 

2  D.  &  L.  801,  which  is  very  nearly  the  converse  of  this  case,  it  was  held 
that  a  claimant  who  is  substituted  for  the  defendant  under  an  interpleader 
rule,  is  entitled  to  call  upon  a  foreign  plaintiff  for  security  for  costs.   That 

VOL.  III.  74 
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case  seems  to  establish,  that,  if  the  claimants  had  been  foreigners,  the  exe* 
cution-creditor  might  have  called  upon  them  for  secarity.     [Maule,J. 
Suppose  I  had  declined  to  make  any  order,  in  that  case,  either  the  execu- 
tion-creditor or  the  assignees  would  have  had  an  action  against  the  sheriiT, 
according  to  the  course  the  sheriflT  might  pursue.    Here,  the  order  de- 
prives the  assignees  of  a  substantial  paymaster  which  they  would  hare 
bad  in  the  sheriff,  if  they  had  been  driven  to  an  action  against  him.] 
*9601         *^'  ^^^  ^^  support  of  the  rule.   The  plaintifls  in  the  issue  hare 
'     taken  no  such  step  as  to  preclude  their  right  to  make  this  appli- 
cation.    The  objection  applies  only  where  the  party  acts  voluntarily,  and 
not  where,  as  here,  he  merely  acts  in  obedience  to  an  order  adversely 
drawn  up  and  served,  and  which  is  compulsory  on  him.     The  order  was 
dated  the  I2th  of  December,  requiring  the  assignees  to  pay  into  court  the 
value  of  the  goods,  and  to  deliver  the  issue  within  ten  days  ;  and  this  rule 
was  obtained  on  the  second  day  of  the  term.     The  assignees  have  clearly, 
therefore,  been  guilty  of  no  laches.     Benazeck  v.  Bessett  does  not  applj. 
That  was  the  case  of  a  mere  substitution  of  one  defendant  for  another. 
Error  will  not  lie  on  a  feigned  issue  under  the  interpleader  acts,  (a)    But 
there  error  would  have  lain  ;  it  was  a  mere  substitution  of  one  defendant 
for  another.   The  cases,  therefore,  are  not  identical.   The  first  interpleader 
act,  I  &  2  W.  4,  c.  68,  merely  gave  authority  to  the  courts  in  the  case  cf 
an  application  by  the  sheriff.     But  the  I  &  2  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  2,  enables  a 
judge  at  chambers  to  exercise  such  powers  or  authorities  for  the  relief 
and  protection  of  the  sheriff  or  other  officer,  as  might,  under  the  former 
act,  be  exercised  by  the  courts  ;  thus  incorporating  all  the  previous  pro- 
visions.    The  first  section  of  the  I  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  empowers  the  court 
to  make  such  rules  or  orders  as  to  costs,  and  all  other  matters,  as  may 
appear  to  be  just  and  reasonable.     [Maule,  J.    Is  it  quite  clear  that  that 
provision  is  not  confined  to  the  matter  which  immediately  precedes  it,  viz. 
where  the  merits  are  disposed  of  by  the  judge,  with  the  consent  of  the 
parties  ?    Under  s.  6,  power  over  the  costs  is  given  in  express  terms. 
I  observe  that  Mr.  Tidd,  in  the  general  form  which  he  gives,  (i)  has 
*9fil1     *^^^^  words — <<that  the  plaintiff's  costs  in  this  caiise,  andtlie 
costs  of  the  said  plaintiffs,  and  of  the  said  assignees,  of  this  appli- 
cation, do  abide  the  event  of  the  trial  of  such  issue  ;"  but,  in  the  sberidT's 
rule,(c)  this  is  omitted.     It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  discuss  that, 
,  for,  this  is  a  sheriff's  rule.]   Here,  all  that  the  assignees  ask,  is,  that  they 
may  not  be  put  in  a  worse  position  than  they  would  have  been  in  if  the 
sheriff  had  sold  the  goods.     The  justice  of  the  case  manifestly  requires 
that  the  execution-creditor  should  be  barred,  unless  he  gives  security  lor 
costs.     This  rule  does  not  call  upon  the  court  to  extend  the  principle  that 
governs  cases  of  this  sort,  but  merely  to  extend  the  application  of  it. 


(a)  £rj«»fcT.itrattodb,5Ad.&£.239;  K«^  v.  fltwimoiMii,  14  Law  J.,  N.  S^  Q.  BL  941 

b)  Tidd's  Pr.  FortMy  8th  edit  p.  172,  §  17. 
()  Tidds Pf. Fermi, 8th edit. p. 364, § 4a. 


[: 
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Wiu>E,  C.  J,  This  question  is  not  altogether  free  from  difficalty :  but^ 
looking  at  all  the  circumstancesi  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  we  diall  dp 
right  in  making  the  rule  absolute.  If  there  had  been  no  interpleader  rule, 
but  the  sheriff  had  withdrawn  from  possession,  leaving  the  execution-cre- 
ditor to  his  ordinary  remedy,  he  could  only  have  brought  an  action  against 
the  sheriff  finr  a  false  return ;  and,  in  that  case,  he  would  have  been  com- 
pelled to  give  security  for  costs';  he  could  in  no  other  way  have  made  his 
execution  available.  His  situation,  therefore,  will  not  be  altered  by  call- 
ing upon  him  to  give  such  security,  he  being  defendant  in  an  issue.  If, 
then,  the  now  defendant  is  not  called  upon  to  do  any  thing  that  he  might 
not  have  been  compelled  to  do  if  the  court  had  not  interfered,  do  the 
plaintiffs  get  any  thing  which  they  would  not  have  had  if  all  had  re^ 
mained  as  it  was  ?  In  that  case,  if  ^y  had  been  put  to  an  action  against 
the  sheriff,  they  would  have  had  a  defendant  resident  here,  amenable  for 
costs.  They  now  say  to  the  •execution-creditor — "  If  you  inter-  r^ggo 
fere  with  our  remedy  against  the  sheriff,  by  substituting  as  a  de- 
fendant one  who  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  at  least  you  should 
give  us  security  for  costs."  Seeing,  therefore,  that  we  shall  neither  place 
the  erecution-creditor  in  a  worse  position,  nor  the  assignees  in  a  better, 
by  ordering  the  former  to  give  security,  and  seeing  that  the  statute  refers 
it  to  the  court  to  make  such  rules  and  orders  as  the  justice  of  the  case 
may  seem  to  require,  I  think  the  plaintiffs  in  the  issue  should  have  all  such 
remedies  for  costs  as  ordinarily  belong  to  litigants.  The  situation  of  the 
execution-creditor  is  not  in  any  degree  prejudiced  by  his  being  made  de- 
fendant in  the  issue ;  for,  his  execution  will  not  be  defeated  unless  the 
assignees  make  out  a  prior  title  to  the  goods.  As  the  execution-creditor 
is  calling  on  the  court  to  give  effect  to  his  execution,  justice  requires  that 
he  should  give  security  for  costs.  The  rule,  therefore,  ought,  I  think,  to 
be  made  absolute,  in  its  terms. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  an  application  under 
the  6th  section  of  the  I  &  2  W.  4,  c.  58,  which  confers  upon  the  court,  in 
the  case  of  the  sheriff,  larger  powers  than  it  possesses  in  ordinary  cases ; 
and  probably  the  reason  of  this  is,  that  the  courts  were  already  in  the  habit 
of  exercising,  in  cases  in  which  the  sheriff  was  concerned,  an  equitable 
jurisdiction  with  which  the  legislature  did  not  mean  to  interfere.  Upon 
the  best  consideration  I  was  able  to  give  to  the  matter  when  before  me  at 
chambers,  I  thought  the  right  of  the  assignees  to  call  on  the  execution** 
creditor  to  give  security  for  costs  was  very  doubtful  and  obscure.  One 
who  asserts  a  right,  is  bound  to  convince  the  court  or  judge  that  his  claim 
is  well  founded.  The  applicants  in  this  case  failed  to  convince  me  :  and 
bearing  in  mind  the  maxim  of  the  civilians,  «  Semper  in  obsciuris  quod 
^minimum  est  sequere^^^  I  made  the  order  in  the  terms  in  which  it  r*Qg^ 
appears.  I  now,  however,  perceive  that  what  I  then  thought  ob-  "• 
scure  is  perfectly  clear.  I  think  justice  requires  that  the  execution-cre- 
ditor should  be  compelled  to  give  security  for  costs ;  and  I  think  it  will 
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operate  ho  hardiihip  on  him  so  to  do ;  whereas,  a  contrary  course  would 
be  manifestly  unjust  towards  the  assignees.  I  see  no  reason  for  altering 
the  position  of  the  parties.  The  assignees  are  properly  made  plaintifls ; 
for,  if  they  fail  to  prove  their  case,  the  execution-creditor  will,  of  coarse, 
sustain  his  execution. 

•  a 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute. 


FLETCHER  0.  TANNER.    F«b.  I, 

On  the  11th  of  November,  the  defendant  was  serred  with  a  writ  of  sammons,  eni^rsed — fyi 
6L  Si.  debt,  costs  12. 15f.  On  the  4th  of  December,  the  plaintiff'  deliTered  a  deeluratioii,  and 
on  the  14tl)  full  particulars  of  demand.  On  the  lOth,  the  defendant  took  oat  a  summons 
to  stay  proceedings  on  payment  of  18«.  without  costs,  swearing  that  no  more  was  due,  and  that 
be  was  liable  to  be  summoned  to  a  court  of  requests ;  but,  the  plaintiffclaiming  more,  no  order 
was  made.  On  the  24th,  the  defendant  pleaded,  except  as  to  18s.,fitM9iuiiii  intkbHatva  and  pay- 
ment, and,  as  to  18s.,  payment  into  court  On  the  0th  of  January,  the  plaintiff  took  the  money 
out  of  court,  and  entered  a  moUe  proteqm  as  to  the  rest  On  the  20th  of  January,  the  plaintiflr 
caused  his  costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  master  :^ 

Hdd^  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  no  costs ;  and  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  bis 
costs  incurred  subsequently  to  the  19th  of  December. 

And  heldy  that  the  defendant  was  not  too  late  in  applying  to  the  court  on  die  21st  of  Janoary, 
to  sot  aside  the  master's  allocatur. 

On  the  11th  of  November,  1846,  the  defendant  was  served  with  a  writ  of 
summons  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  endorsed — for  debt,  6/.  5f.;  costs,  1/.  15j. 
*9641  ^^  ^^  ^^^  of  December,  a  declaration  was  delivered,  with  ^partica* 
lars  of  demand  to  the  amount  of  6/.  5^.  6d.  On  the  19th,  the  defend- 
ant took  out  a  summons  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why,  on 
payment  of  18«.,  without  costs,  the  proceedings  should  not  be  stayed. 
The  plaintiff  claiming  more,  no  order  was  made ;  and,  on  the  24th,  the 
defendant  pleaded,  except  as  to  18^.,  nunquam  indebitatus  and  payment, 
and  as  to  18^.,  payment  into  court.  On  the  9th  of  January,  1847,  the  plaintifi* 
took  the  money  out  of  court  in  satisfaction,  entered  a  noUe  prosequi  as  to 
the  rest  of  the  record,  and  gave  notice  of  taxation.  On  the  llth,  the  de- 
fendant took  out  a  summons  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  he 
should  not  be  deprived  of  his  costs,  and  why  he  should  not  pay  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  his  attorney,  the  costs  incurred  by  the  defendant,  subsequent 
to  the  1 9th  of  December,  the  amount  taken  out  of  court,  in  satisfaction, 
being  less  than  40^.;  and  why  the  proceedings  should  not  in  the  mean 
time  be  stayed.  This  summons  was  attended  on  the  14(h  before  Colt- 
man,  J.,  who  declined  to  entertain  the  application,  it  having  already  beea 
before  another  judge,  and  disposed  of;  but  he  made  an  order  staying  the 
proceedings  for  four  days,  to  enable  the  defendant  to  apply  to  the  court 
On  the  19th  of  January,  an  appointment  to  tax  was  given  by  the  plaintifi 
for  the  following  day,  when  the  costs  were  taxed,  and  an  allocatur  given 
for  the  amount.  Upon  an  affidavit  of  these  facts,  and  stating  that  l8f. 
was  all  that  was  due  to  the  plaintifi*,  and  that  the  defendant  resided  witln 
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in  the  city  of  London,  and  was  liable  to  be  summoned  for  the  debt 
there, 

Ballf  on  the  2l8t  of  January,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiflf 
to  show  cause  why  the  allocatur  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  should 
not  be  set  aside,  and  why  the  master  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  review 
his  taxation,  and  disallow  to  the  plaintiff  his  costs  of  the  ^action,  [4(955 
and  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  pay  to  the  defendant  his  costs 
of  the  action  incurred  subsequently  to  the  19th  of  December  last,  together 
with  the  costs  of  the  application.  He  referred  to  Thompson  v.  Gi//, 
6  Dowl.  P.  C.  155. 

Pe^5ior^  showed  cause.  To  entitle  a  defendant  to  this  kind  of  relief, 
he  should  come  promptly.  Here,  several  steps  have  been  taken,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  been  put  to  much  needless  expense.  Besides,  under  the  rule 
of  Trinity,  1  Vict,  (which  is  in  substitution  of  the  19th  rule  of  Hilary, 
4  W.  4,)  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  have  his  costs  taxed  on  the 
plea.  That  rule  provides  that  <<  the  plaintiff,  after  delivery  of  a  plea  of 
payment  of  money  into  court,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  reply  to  the  same  by 
accepting  the  sum  so  paid  into  court  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 
the  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  which  it  has  been  paid  in  ;  and  he  shall 
be  at  liberty  in  that  case  to  tax  his  costs  of  suit,  and,  in  case  of  non-pay- 
ment thereof  within  forty-eight  hours,  to  sign  judgment  for  his  costs  so 
taxed,"  &c. 

Ballf  in  support  of  his  rule.  It  is  laid  down  in  Archbcld's  Practice, 
7th  ed.  by  Cbitty,  p.  994,  and  the  authorities  referred  to  bear  out  the 
statement,  that  <«  it  is  beneath  the  dignity  of  the  superior  courts  at  West- 
minster to  take  cognisance  of  pleas  under  40;. ;  and,  in  trespass  for  goods, 
it  is  expressly  prohibited  by  6  Ed.  1,  c.  8.  Therefore,  if  it  appear,  either 
upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  or  by  the  plaintiff's  acknowledgment,  or 
even  from  the  defendant's  affidavit,  if  not  denied  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
sum  for  which  the  action  is  brought  is  really  less  than  40^.,  the  court  or  a 
judge  will  stay  the  proceedings,  unless  it  appear  that  the  debt  is  not  re- 
coverable in  any  •county-court,  court  of  requests,  or  other  inferior  r»qee 
court.  The  plaintiff  cannot  evade  this  by  suing  for  a  larger  co- 
lourable cause  of  action."  [V.  Williams,  J.  Is  there  any  case  where 
the  court  has  interfered  in  this  way  after  the  cause  is  ended  ?]  In  Com* 
forth  V.  Loufcock^  1  Mann.  &  R.  321,  the  application  was  before,  in  &n- 
ddl  V.  Bennetty  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  294,  after,  verdict.  The  defendant  could 
not  come  until  after  the  taxation. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  I  think  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  It  is  quite 
dear  that  the  action  was  brought  for  a  sum  originally  not  exceeding  ]8«. 
When  called  on  by  summons,  the  plaintiff  should  have  taken  the  sum  ten- 
dered. Although  it  is  distinctly  sworn  by  the  defendant  that  I8f.  was  all 
that  was  due,  the  plaintiff  makes  no  answer. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute. 

3D 
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•967]  'Ex  parte  GILMORE.     Feb.  1. 

The  eourt  retead,  in  1847,  to  ditfpenie  with  the  eonenrreiioe  ef  a  fausbeDd,  under  the 
3  &  4  W.  4f  c.  74,  8.  9 If  upon  an  affidavit  merely  stating  that  he  entered  a  government 
steamer  in  January,  1 844,  and  &at  the  last  the  wift  had  heard  of  him,  was,  that,  in  January, 
1845,  he  was  on  board  aaotiber  goTemment  steamer  at  N«w  Zealand ;  and  diat  she  b^ 
Ixeved  it  was  his  intention  never  to  return. 

J.  Bftowv  moved  that  the  concanrence  of  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Sarah  t 
Elizabeth  Giltnorey  in  a  conveyance  of  property  to  which  she  was  entitled 
under  the  will  of  her  father,  might  be  dispensed  with,  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4, 
c.  74,  B.  91,  upon  her  affidavit,  that  die  was  married  to  him  in  July,  1843 ; 
that,  in  January,  1844,  he  left  her  to  join  the  government  steamer  Hecate, 
in  which  he  had  entered ;  that  the  last  she  had  heard  of  him  was  by  a  letter 
dated  the  20th  of  January,  1845,  in  which  he  informed  her  that  he  was 
then  on  board  her  majesty's  ship  Racehorse,  then  at  New  Zealand ;  and 
that  she  verily  believed  that  it  was  his  intention  never  to  return  to  her,  but 
to  remain  abroad  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  liability  of  supporting  her 
and  her  child. 

WiLDC,  C.  J.  I  see  no  ground  for  the  interference  of  the  court  in  this 
case.  The  husband  appears  to  be  only  temporarily  absent,  in  pursuit  of 
his  ordinary  calling.  It  cannot  be  said  that  he  is,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act,  « living  apart  from  his  wife." 

Maulc,  J.  If  this  motion  were  successful,  we  should  be  inundated  with 
applications  from  parties  whose  husbands  were  travelling  abroad  for  busi- 
ness, or  in  pursuit  of  scientific  speculations  of  such  a  nature  as  to  make 
the  period  of  their  return  doubtful. 

Hie  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refosed. 


*968]  *WOOD  tf.  HARDING.    JU.  1. 

The  court  cannot  take  tx>tioe  of  a  consent  on  a  summons,  unless  followed  in  due  time  hf  an 

order  drawn  up  and  served. 
A  defendant  is  not  bound  to  return  an  irregular  notice  of  trial,  diough  made  awafe,  hf  m 

notice  to  produce,  that  the  plaintiff  is  proceeding  thereon. 

Tbe  defendant,  having  on  the  7th  of  November  obtained  and  tervei  an 
order  for  a  week's  time  to  plead,  «  pleading  issuably,  rejoining  gratisi  aad 
taking  short  notice  of  trial,  if  necessary,  for  the  9ec<md  $iiNng  in  MMad- 
mas  termy^^  on  the  16th  pleaded  non  assumpsit.  On  the  20ch,  the  plaiii- 
tifls  added  the  similiter,  and  delivered  the  issue,  with  notice  of  trial  for 
the  sitting  a/br  term, — the  27th.  The  cause  was  tried  on  the  llth  of 
December,  as  an  undefended  caase,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  Ike 
plaintiflf,  damages  19/. 

DowdetmeUf  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  nia  to  set  aside  tbe  trial 
and  subsequent  proceecfings,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  of  trial  was 
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Toid,  the  defendant  residing  more  than  forty  miles  from  London,  and  theie- 
fore  being  entitled  to  fourteen  days'  notice, — the  undertaking  to  accept 
short  notice  of  trial,  if  necessary,  applying  only  to  the  sitting  in  term.(a) 

Tdf&urd,  Serjt.,  showed  cause,  upon  affidavits  stating  that  the  consent 
endorsed  on  the  summons  for  time  to  plead  was  general,  <«  Take  a  week — 
usual  terms ;"  ftnd,  in  a  qualified  manner,  denying  that  any  order  had 
been  served ;  and  also  rtating  that  the  defendant  had  received  the  issue 
and  notice  of  trial  without  objection,  and  retained  the  same,  and  had  also 
been  served  with  a  notice  to  produce  three  days  before  the  day  of  trial. 
He  submitted,  that,  if  the  defendant  did  not  intend  to  *treat  the  rvma 
notice  of  trial  as  a  valid  notice,  he  should  at  once  have  returned  ^ 
it,  especially  as  he  knew,  from  the  notice  to  produce,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  incurring  the  expense  of  proceeding ;  and  that  the  consent  endorsed 
on  the  summons  did  not  warrant  the  order.  [Maule,  J.  The  court 
cannot  take  notice  of  a  consent  on  a  summons,  unless  followed  in  due 
time  by  an  order  drawn  up  and  served.] 

Channelly  Serjt.,  and  WiUes^  contra.    It  was  so  expressly  decided  in 

JoddreU  v. ,  4  Taunt.  253.     A  defendant  is  not  bound  to  return  an 

irregular  notice ;  and  his  retaining  it  is  no  waiver  of  the  irregularity:  Fell 
V.  Tyne,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  246 ;  Ranger  v.  Bligh,  lb.  236. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  is  important  that  the  court  should  act  upon  one  UQi<* 
form  rule  in  matters  of  this  sort.  One  cannot  but  regret,  that,  after  having 
received  the  accommodation  he  asked,  the  defendant  did  not,  on  discover- 
ing the  irregularity,  return  the  notice  of  trial ;  especially  when  he  found, 
from  the  notice  to  produce,  that  the  plaiatifT  was  proceeding  to  trial  upon 
it.  He  certainly,  however,  was  not  b<nind  to  return  it :  and,  the  plaintiff 
having  gone  on  to  try  the  cause  upon  an  irregular  notice,  the  rule  must 
be  made  absolute. 

Maule,  J.  It  is  much  to  be  regretted  that  the  defendant's  attorney  did 
not  intimate  to  his  opponent  that  his  notice  of  trial  was  irregular.  Still| 
I  think  he  is  entitled  to  have  his  rule  made  absolute. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  absolute,  with  costs.  (() 

(a)  ^w  Abbott  r.  JbbaUjI  TBiaaL4A2,  IJ.E  Moore,  160;  IUooid  t.  CJbten,  6  Taunt  4dS, 
2.Manh.l51. 
(6)  See  Yong^  r.  Fiihtr,  4  M.  &  G.  814,  5  Soott,  N.  R.  893. 


*The  Wardens  and  Commonalty  of  the  Mystery  of  FISHMONGERS  r«g^Q 
of  the  City  of  London  v.  ROBERTSON  and  Others.    FA.  1 .        ^ 

i^Affnvax  oBn  ooljr  be  entered  up  mwk  jnv  tmne^  where  the  delay  hat  arisen  flom  the  aot  of 
the  court 

A.  cbtained  judgment  against  B.,  C^  and  D^  npon  demnrrer  to  certain  pleas  flererally  pleaded 
bf  them.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  lact,  at  the  sittings  aAer  Michaelmas  term,  1845 
a  Terdict  was  fimnd  ibr  fi,  and  C.  npon  the  pleas  of  non  assumpsit  bjr  them  respectively 
pleaded,  subject  to  a  bill  of  exceptions :  and  the  jury  were  discharged  as  to  the  other  issues. 
The  bill  of  ezoeptigot  was  not  settled  sad  sealed  nntU  the  27th  of  May,  1846,  and  eon- 
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'•eqnently  the  postea  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  asBodate  until  shortly  after  that  time. 
Negotiations  were  pending  between  A  and  A.  as  to  the  form  in  which  the  judgment  should 
be  entered  for  himself  (B.)  and  C^  until  tlie  22d  of  August, and,  before  the  ibrra  was  finally 
settled  between  B.  and  C,  R  died : — 
The  court  refused,  at  the  instance  of  the  executors  of  B.,  to  allow  judgment  to  be  entered  up 
for  him  mmcyro  tunc. 

Assumpsit  upon  articles  of  agreement  (not  under  seal)  entered  into 
by  the  clerk  of  The  Fishmongers'  Company,  on  their  behalf,  with  the  de« 
fendants. 

The  defendants  severed  in  pleading ;  two  of  them,  viz.  Robertson  and 
Staines,  pleading,  amongst  other  pleas,  non  assumpsit.  At  the  trial  be- 
fore TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  Michaelmas  term, 
1845,  (a)  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  defendants  upon  non  assumpsit,  and 
the  jury  were  discharged  as  to  the  other  issues  of  fact ;  and  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions was  tendered  to  the  ruling  of  his  lordship,  that  the  contract  upoo 
which  the  action  was  founded  had  not  been  properly  proved,  by  the  produc- 
tion of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  defendants'  signatures,  or  accounting 
for  their  absence.  Delay  and  difficulty  arising  in  settling  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, the  defendant  Robertson,  on  the  3d  of  Match,  1846,  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error  upon  the  judgment  for  the  plaintifTs  upon  demurrer  to  certain 
pleas  pleaded  by  him,  as  well  as  by  Staines,  (&)  and  on  the  25th,  took 
*9711  *^^^  ^  summons  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  carry  in  the  roll.  A 
summons  was  also  about  the  same  time  taken  out  by  the  plaintifis, 
to  set  aside  the  writ  of  error,  for  irregularity,  (c)  These  summonses  came 
on  to  be  heard  on  the  6th  of  April,  when  the  judge  declined  to  make  any 
order  upon  either  of  them,  but  directed  that  the  plaintiffs  should  proceed 
with  their  bill  of  exceptions.  The  draft  bill  of  exceptions  was  thereupon 
delivered  to  the  defendants,  and  ultimately  settled  by  the  then  lord  chief 
justice  on  the  23d  of  May,  and  returned  to  the  plaintiffs'  attorneys  on  the 
25th,  and  sealed  on  the  27th.  On  the  3d  of  June,  the  draft  postea  was 
obtained  by  the  attorneys  for  Robertson,  and  returned  on  the  5th,  settled 
by  counsel,  making  the  judgment  applicable  to  Robertson  and  Staines 
only,  instead  of  to  all  the  defendants,  as  prepared  by  the  associate.  A 
discussion  then  took  place  between  the  respective  attorneys  for  Robertson 
and  Staines  as  to  the  form  in  which  the  judgment  for  them  should  be  en- 
tered— whether  it  should  be  a  joint  judgment  for  the  two,  or  a  separate 
judgment  for  each  of  them ;  and  ultimately  it  was  agreed  that  the  judg* 
ment  should  be  joint,  and  a  draft  settled  by  counsel  was  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffs'  attorneys  in  the  beginning  of  July.  On  the  22d  of  August,  this 
draft  was  returned  to  Robertson's  attorneys,  altered  to  a  separate  judg- 
ment, and  was  immediately  sent  by  them  to  Staines's  attorneys,  who  re- 
tained it  until  the  29th  of  October,  on  which  day  Robertson's  attorneys 
received  notice  that  Robertson  had  died  on  the  27th. 

(a)  There  had  been  a  former  trial :  vide  antd,  Vol.  I.  p.  60. 

(/i)  See  5  M  &  G.  131,  6  Scott,  N.  R.  56. 

(c)  Vide  ToUon  v.  Kayty  6  M.  &  6.  536,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  232. 
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Murpht/y  Serjt.,  oii  the  25th  of  January,  on  behalf  of  the  representatives 
of  Robertson,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  cause  why 
he  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  sign  and  enter  up  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc. 
*He  cited  Mara  v.  Qtfiit,  6  T.  R,  1 ;  Vaughan  v.  WU^on^  4  N.  r«Q72 
C.  116,  5  Scott,  404;  and  the  notes  to  UnderhiU  ▼.  IkviretiXj  ^ 
2  Wms.  Saund.  71. 

ChanneUy  Serjt.,  and  JBomU,  showed  cause.    Where  more  than  two 
terms  have  elapsed  between  the  verdict  and  the  judgment,  and  either 
party  dies,  the  courts  are  in  the  habit  of  allowing  judgment  to  be  entered 
nunc  pro  iuncy  provided  the  delay  in  signing  and  entering  up  judgment  is 
the  act  of  the  court ;  but  they  never  interfere  where  the  delay  arises  from 
the  act  of  parties.     [Wilde,  C.  J.     The  statute  17  Car.  2,  c.  8,  applies 
only  to  the  case  of  the  death  of  a  sole  plaintiff  or  defendant.    V.  Wil* 
LiAMS,  J.     The  8  &  9  W.  3,  c.  11,  s.  6,  provides  for  the  case  of  one  of 
several  plaintiffs  or  defendants  dying.]    The  defendants  Robertson  and 
Staines  were  entitled  to  sign  judgment  on  the  postea  at  any  time  notwith- 
standing the  pendency  of  the  discussion  on  the  bill  of  exceptions.    At  all 
events,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  their  doing  so,  when,  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions being  sealed,  the  postea  had  been  given  out  to  them,  viz.  on  the  3d  of 
June,  1846.   In  Lawrence  v.  HodgeoUy  1  Y.  &  J.  368,  it  was  expressly  held, 
that  if  the  plaintiff  die  after  verdict  for  him,  and  no  judgment  is  entered  up 
within  two  terms  after  the  verdict,  the  court  will  not  interfere  and  permit  it 
to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc^  if  any  laches  be  imputable  to  the  party  inte- 
rested in  the  judgment.   Gabrow,  B.,  there  says :  <«  I  perfectly  understand 
the  principle  upon  which  the  courts  have  permitted  the  parties  to  enter  up 
judgment  after  the  period  in  which  they  could  legally  have  done  so  has 
elapsed,  where  the  delay  originates  in  the  court,  and  but  for  which  delay 
the  judgment  might  have  been  regularly  ^entered.    Where  a  case     ri^^'i 
stands  over  for  argument  from  term  to  term,  on  account  of  the  mul- 
tiplicity of  business  in  the  court,  or  for  judgment,  firom  the  intricacy  of 
the  question,  the  party  ought  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  that  delay,  but  should 
be  allowed  to  enter  up  his  judgment  retrospectively,  to  meet  the  justice 
of  the  case.    No  such  facts,  however,  exist  in  this  particular  instance ; 
and  the  delay  is  imputable  alone  to  the  laches  of  the  party  interested  in 
t>i«  judgment :  the  rule,  therefore,  which  regulates  the  former  cases,  does 
not  apply  to  this ;  and,  as  it  is  within  the  operation  of  the  statute,  I  am 
of  opinion,  on  the  authority  of  Copley  v.  Day,  4  Taunt.  702,  that  the  rule 
should  be  discharged."  The  same  principle  was  acted  upon  in  Vaughan  v. 
WUson.     Pirn  v.  Reid,  6  Scott,  N.  R.  1011,  shows  that  the  defendants, 
might  have  signed  judgment  here,  notwithstanding  the  bill  of  exceptions*. 
[Wilde,  C.  J.    The  postea  being  retained  by  the  associate  until  the  bill 
of  exceptions  b  sealed,  it  may  be- that  it  is  not  competent  to  the  plaintifls 
to  charge  the  defendants  with  a  delay  which  they  themselves  have  occa^ 
sioned.]    At  all  events,  that  would  only  excuse  the  delay  down  to  the 
3d  of  June,  when  the  postea  actually  came  to  the  defendants'  hands.    Be* 
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sides,  there  is  no  case  in  ^*hich  judgment  has  been  allowed  to  be  en- 
tered nunc  pro  tunc  after  the  death  of  one  of  sevenU  defendants. 

Murphy^  Seijt.,  and  G.  L.  Brtnone^  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  maj  be 
assumed  that  the  signing  of  judgment  was  delayed  by  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions Until  the  3d  of  June.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Do  you  find  any  case  in 
which  the  court  has  granted  this  indulgence,  where  the  delay  has  been 
the  act  of  the  parties?]  Unless  there  is  some  imp^ratite  and  inflexible 
rule  to  prevent  it,  this  is  clearly  a  case  for  the  interference  of  the  court. 
4»g^^1  The  object  of  *the  statute  of  17  Car,  2,  c.  8,  was,  to  prevent  the 
^  death  of  a  party  between  verdict  and  judgment  from  being  alleged 
for  error,  so  as  judgment  were  entered  within  a  limited  period :  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  8  &9  W.  3,  c.  11,  qui^fytng  the  language  of  the  former 
statute,  whether  there  be  one  ar  more  defendants.  The  language  of  the 
judges  in  Mara  v.  Qmn  shows  that  that  which  is  asked  here  is  almost 
considered  a  matter  of  course.  In  Lawrence  v.  Hodgsem,  there  had  been 
laches ;  and  in  Faa^Aan  v.  WiUon^  the  interests  of  third  persons  inter- 
vened. The  rale  is  rather  too  broadly  laid  down  in  the  note  in  3  Wms. 
Saund.  72  o,  n.  (p).  The  true  principle,  to  be  collected  from  all  the  eases, 
is,  that  the  court  will  allow  judgment  to  be  entered  up  nunc  pro  tuncy  if 
the  delay  has  been  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the  coait,  or  if  injustice  will 
be  done  by  refusing  it  At  aH  events,  it  may  be  done  under  the  rule  of 
Hilary  term,  4  W.  4.  (a)  [M AtrLs,  J.  That  rule  gives  the  court  no  addi« 
tional  power  c  it  leaves  the  matter  precisely  as  it  was  before.]  Under  the 
circumstances,  no  laches  can  be  imputed  to  the  part^. 

Wilde,  C.  J^  This  motion  for  leave  to  enter  judgment  vMnc  pro  hiM 
is  not  presented  to  the  court  upon  any  vety  definite  and  distinct  ground. 
It  seems  that  the  parties  were  engaged  in  negotiation  as  to  the  mode  of 
entering  the  verdict ;  and  that,  in  the  interim,  one  of  the  defendants  died, 
before  any  judgment  could  be  entered.  Speaking  from  say  own  experience 
of  some  forty  years,  I  must  say  I  never  knew  a  motion  of  this  sort  to  be 
*9751  S^^^®^>  unless  where  the  delay  had  been  die  act  of  the  *oouit : 
^  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  instance  in  the  books  where  that  rule 
has  been  departed  from.  It  may  be  that  the  court  would  grant  relief  in 
this  way  in  a  case  of  misconduct  or  breach  of  faith :  but  the  present  case 
does  not  stand  upon  any  such  ground.  We  ought  Xib  be  satn^ed  that  the 
parties  have  done  all  they  could  to  enter  their  judgment  in  due  time. 
There  certainly  is  no  rule  of  court  upon  the  subject ;  but  I  believe  the 
practice  is,  for  the  associate  to  retain  the  postea  wh^re  a  bill  of  exceptions 
is  tendered,  until  it  has  been  settled  and  sealed  by  the  judge.  The  pos- 
tea, then,  being  in  the  hands  of  the  oflicer  of  the  court»  and  there  being  a 
judgment  fer  the  plaintiffs  on  which  the  defendants  were  desirous  of  brings 
ing  a  writ  of  error,  a  summons  was  taken  out  calling  on  the  plaintiffs  to 

(a)  Reg.  3,  whieh  ptoYides  that  «*all  jvdsmanis,  wheth«T  interioentoiy  ot  Anal,  shall  bs 
enteted  of  xeoord  of  tlie  day  of  the  month  and  year,  whether  in  term  or  Taeation,  wboa 
ngned,  and  shall  not  have  relation  to  any  other  day :  proviikd  that  it  tkiUl  be  €mnptt€iUfir  tk 
€mrt or  o  jn^  to  triar  a  jwigmad  to6ff mtenrf  nunc  pro  tunc 
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riibw  caase  why  they  should  not  carry  in  the  roll.  That  application  was 
tiot  succeflrful.  The  first  step  to  be  taken  by  the  defendants  before  the/ 
could  be  entitled  to  call  on  the  plaintifls  to  carry  in  the  record,  was,  to 
enter  the  judgment  in  their  favour.  To  do  this,  the  course  is,  to  take  the 
postea  to  the  masters'  office,  where  an  entry  is  made  in  a  book  called  the 
judgment  book,  and  an  endorsement  on  the  postea  marking  the  day  on 
which  the  judgment  is  so  signed :  and  the  court  acts  upon  that  entry 
The  judgment  dates  from  that  day.  (a)  Up  to  the  present  time,  howevCi, 
the  defendants  have  not  signed  judgment.  On  the  3d  of  June,  the  at- 
torneys for  Robertson  obtained  the  postea.  It  was  then  in  their  power  to 
do  that  which  the  court  is  now  asked  to  do.  Why  did  they  not  then  sign 
judgment  on  the  postea  ?  All  that  is  suggested  is,  that  a  difficulty  was 
felt  as  to  the  form  of  the  judgment, — whether  it  should  be  a  joint  or 
a  several  judgment  for  Robertson  and  Staines.  The  draft  judgment  it 
seems  was  returned  to  the  defendant  Robertson  on  the  22d  of  August ;  but, 
down  to  the  27th  *of  October,  when  Robertson  died,  no  judgment  r»97g 
was  entered.  Assuming  that  the  plaintiffs  were  contributory  or 
assenting  to  this  delay,  does  that  deprive  them  of  any  right  which  the  law 
has  given  them  ?  I  think  they  did  not  thereby  waive  any  right,  or  confe^ 
any  advantage  on  the  defendants.  If  the  defendants  had  intended  to  re^ 
serve  to  themselves  the  power  to  do  what  they  now  ask,  it  should  have  been 
the  subject  of  express  stipulation.  I  think  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  discharged. 

(a)  See  Fisfar  v.  Dudding,  3  M.  &  6.  23S,  3  Scott,  N.  R  916. 


BLAKE  t^.  PHINN.     Feb.  1. 

A.  paid  a  depoMt  upon  a  contract  for  the  pnichase  of  a  lease,  &c.,  of  a  ^iblk^house*  It 
being  aAerwards  discovered  that  the  house  was  comprised  With  another  in  an  originni 
lease,  under  which  the  lessor  had  a  ri^ht  to  reenter  for  breach  of  ooyenants,  in  respect 
of  either  house  y^Hdd,  that  A.  was  not  bound  to  taccept  the  titfe  with  ah  indismnity^  but 
might  recover  back  the  deposit,  with  the  toipenses  incurred  in  investigating  the  title. 

Tms  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  back  the  sum  of  501.  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  as  a  deposit  on  a  contract  for  the  J>urchase  of  the 
lease  and  goodwill,  &c.  of  a  public-house  called  The  Lamb  and  Flag, 
situate  at  Clerkenwell  Green,  Middlesex,  together  with  the  snin  of  41.  IQs.  2d.  ^ 
fur  expenses  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in  investigating  the  title  thereto. 

By  the  agreement,  which  bore  date  the  1st  of  October^  1846,  the  d^* 
fendant,  in  consideration  of  60/.  paid  by  the  plaintiff  by  way  of  depositi 
and  in  part  of  the  sum  of  1050/.,  the  consideration  agreed  on  between 
the  parties,  and  of  the  residue  of  such  purchase-money  to  be  paid  as 
thereinafter  stipulated,  agreed  <«  that  he  and  all  other  necessary  parties 
would,  on  or  before  the  22d  of  October  ^hen  instant,  assign  unto  r«Q7<y 
the  said  H.  E.  Blake,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
or  to  such  persons  as  she  should  appoint,  all  that  messuage,  tenementj  sr 
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public-house,  called  The  Lamb  and  Flag,  situate  in  Clerkenwell  Green, 
in  the  parish  of  St.  John,  Clerkenwell,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  with 
tlie  yard,  outbuildings,  and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  for  the 
residue  of  a  term  of  years  for  ^yhich  the  said  £.  T.  Phinn  then  held  the 
same  under  a  lease  thereof  granted,  of  which  term  forty  years  were  then 
ynexpired,  subject  to  the  yearly  rent  pf  85/.,  and  to  the  covenants  in  such 
l^^ase  contained,  (the  same,  nevertheless,  being  only  the  usual  and  ordi- 
nary covenants  contained  in  the  leases  of  public-houses,)  and  free  from 
all  encumbrances :  and  the  said  £•  T.  Phinn  agreed  to  deliver  to  the  said 
^.  £.  Blake  the  possession  of  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  pre- 
inises,  on  or  before  the  22d  of  October,  clear  of  all  rent,  taxes,"  &c.,  &c.: 
and,  for  the  consideration  aforesaid,  <<  the  said  H.  £.  Blake  agreed  to 
accept  such  assignment,  and  to  pay  to  the  said  £.  T.  Phinn  the  sum  of 
1000/.,  being  the  residue  of  the  purchase- money  agreed  to  be  given  by 
her  for  the  said  messuage  or  public-house,'*  &c.,  on  the  execution  of  the 
said  assignment,  &c. — «» Provided  always,  nevertheless,  that  the  said 
E.  T.  Phinn  shall  not  be  obliged  or  compelled  to  produce,  prove,  or  show 
the  lessor's  title  to  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  his  rigbt  to  it, 
or  to  produce  or  prove  any  deeds  or  documents  of  title,  or  copies  or  extracts 
from  any  deed$  or  documents,  anterior  to  the  said  lease,  notwithstanding 
s^iy  recital  or  mention  in  the  said  lease,  of  such  deeds  or  documents.'* 

The  declaration,  after  setting  out  the  agreement,  and  alleging  payment 
of  the  deposit,  proceeded  to  aver,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  premises, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  then  promised  the  defendant  to  observe  and  perform 
^9781  ^^^  agreement  in  all  things  on  her,  the  ^plaintiff's,  part  to  be  ob- 
served and  performed,  the  defendant  promised  that  he  the  de- 
fendant w^ould  observe  and  perform  the  said  agreement  in  all  things  on 
his,  the  defendant's,  part  to  be  observed  and  performed,  and  that  he,  the 
defendant,  if  requested  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do,  would,  in  due  and  coni'e- 
nient  time  to  enable  the  agreement  so  made  between  the  defendant  and 
the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid  to  be  performed  and  completed  on  or  before  the 
22d  of  October,  1846,  deduce  and  make,  or  cause  to  be  deduced  and 
iQade,  to  the  plaintiff,  a  good  and  sufficient  title  to  the  said  messuage  or 
tenement  and  premises  in  the  agreement  mentioned,  and  thereby  agreed 
to  be  assigned,  enabling  the  defendant  to  assign  the  said  messuage  or 
tenement  and  premises  to  the  plaintiff  free  from  all  encumbrances,  pur- 
suant to  the.  said  agreement,  so  far  as  such  title  could  be  deduced  and 
ms^de  without  it's  being  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  produce,  prove,  or 
show  the  lessor's  title  to  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  hisri^t 
to  it,  or  to  produce  or  prove  any  deeds  or  documents  of  title,  or  copies  or 
extracts  from  any  deeds  or  documents,  anterior  to  the  lease  in  the  said 
agreement  mentioned ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  always,  from  the  time  of 
making  the  agreement  until  and  upon  the  said  22d  of  October,  1846,  and 
from  thence  until  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  ready  and  willing  to  ac- 
cept from  the  defendant  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  an  assignment  of 
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the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  premises,  free  from  all  encumbrances^^ 
pursuant  to  the  said  agreement,  and  to  pay  to  the  defendant,  pursuant  to 
the  said  agreement,  the  said  sum  of  1000/.  in  the  agreement  mentioned', 
&c.,  and  to  perform  and  fulfil  in  all  other  respects  the  said  agreement  oil 
the  part  of  her  the  plaintiff— of  all  which  the  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on,&c.,  had  notice ;  that,  ahhough  the  plaintiff  had  always,  from  the  tim^ 
of  making  the  agreement,  in  all  things  on  her  the  *plaintiff^s  part  r»Q^a 
to  be  observed  and  performed,  observed  and  performed  the  said 
agreement,  and  although  the  said  22d  of  October,  1846,  had  elapsed  long 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit;  yet  the  defendant  had  disregarded 
Lis  said  promise,  in  this,  that  he  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  in  dwk 
and  convenient  time  to  enable  the  said  agreement  so  made  between  the 
defendant  and  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid  to  be  performed  and  completed 
on  or  before  the  said  22d  of  October,  1846,  or  at  any  other  time  either  be- 
fore or  since,  deduce  or  make,  or  cause  to  be  deduced  or  made,  to  the 
plaintiff  a  good  and  sufficient  title  to  the  messuage  or  tenement  and 
premises  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  and  thereby  agreed  to  be  as- 
signed, enabling  the  defendant  to  assign  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  free  from 
all  encumbrances,  pursuant  to  the  said  agreement,  so  far  as  such  title  could 
be  deduced  and  made  without  it's  being  necessary  for  the  defendant  to 
produce,  prove,  or  show  the  lessor's  title  to  the  said  premises,  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  his  right  to  it,  or  to  produce  or  prove  any  deeds  or  documents 
of  title,  or  copies  or  extracts  from  any  deeds  or  documents,  anterior  to 
the  lease  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  although  he  the  defendant  was^ 
after  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  and  in  due,  reasonable,  and  convenient  time  to  enable  the  dc^ 
fendant  so  to  do,  and  to  enable  the  agreement  to  be  performed  and  com- 
pleted on  or  before  the  said  22d  of  October,  1846,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  re- 
quested by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do ;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  he  thfe 
defendant  had  hitherto  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do :  that,  by  reason  of 
the  said  premises,  the  plaintiff  had  not  only  lost  and  been  deprived  of  aH 
the  benefit  and  advantage  which  would  have  accrued  to  her  the  plaintiff 
from  the  completion  of  the  said  agreement  by  the  defendant,  but  had  also 
incurred  and  been  put  to  great  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  amounting, 
to  wit,  *to  300/.,  in  and  about  the  negotiating  and  agreeing  for  rtaQn 
the  purchase  of  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  premises  from 
the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  in  and  about  the  investigation  of  the  title 
of  the  defendant  to  assign  the  same,  &c. 

Pleas — first,  non  assumpsit — secondly,  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time 
and  in  manner  so  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  did  de- 
duce a  good  and  sufficient  title  to  the  messuage  or  tenement  and  premises 
in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
said  agreement,  and  of  the  said  promise  of  the  defendant — concluding  to 
the  country.    Issue  thereon.  ^ 

At  the  trial  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  first  sitting  in  Middlesex,  in  thia 
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term,  it  appeared  that  the  public-house  which  was  the  subject  of  the  con- 
tract, bad  originally  been  demised,  together  with  an  adjoining  messuage^ 
and  a  piece  of  ground,  by  the  trustees  of  one  Daniel  Williams,  to  one 
James  Mills,  by  an  indenture  of  the  Slst  of  March,  1830,  for  a  term  of 
which  forty  years  were  unexpired  at  the  date  of  the  agreement  in  question ; 
that,  on  the  5th  of  May,  1832,  Mills  granted  an  underlease  of  one  of  the 
houses  to  one  James  Beeson,  for  the  whole  of  his  term  wanting  twenty-one 
,,days;  that.  Mills  becoming  bankrupt  in  1831,  his  assignees  assigned  the 
whole  of  the  premises  to  one  Finch,  subject  to  the  underlease  to  Beeson ; 
and  that,  by  divers  mesne  assignments,  the  public-house  in  question  came 
to  the  defendant.  Upon  discovering  this  state  of  the  title,  the  plaintiflPs 
solicitor  objected  that  no  valid  title  could  be  made  by  the  defendant  to 
the  public-house,  inasmuch  as,  the  covenants  in  the  original  lease  em- 
bracing both  houses,  the  purchaser  of  the  public-house  might  be  evicted 
for  a  breach  of  covenant  on  the  part  of  Beeson,  or  his  assignee. 
*9Sl1  '^  ^^  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  *was  no*, 
such  a  defect  of  title  as  to  justify  a  purchaser  in  declining  to  com- 
plete ;  and  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  contents 
of  the  leases,  without  calling  the  subscribing  witnesses  in  the  usual  way. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  the  objections,  and  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  deposit,  and  4/.  I9s.  2c(.,  the  expense 
incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  investigation  of  the  title ;  leave  being  re- 
served to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  either  objection  was  well  founded. 

C,  JoneSf  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  accordingly.  He 
submitted,  that,  whatever  might  be  the  rule  in  equity,  the  evidence  dis- 
closed a  perfectly  good  title  at  law ;  and  that  the  contents  of  the  deeds 
>vere  not  properly  proved  by  the  mere  statement  of  the  clerk  of  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitor,  refreshing  his  memory  by  extracts  made  by  him  from  the 
deeds  when  produced  to  him  for  inspection  by  (he  brewers  in  whose  hands 
they  were  deposited,  and  from  the  memorial  of  the  underlease  enrolled  at 
^he  register  office  for  Middlesex.  Cur.  adv.  vulL 

,  Maule,  J.  We  think  that  the  objection  to  the  title  was  a  valid  one,  and 
consequently  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  back  the  deposit  and 
the  expenses  she  had  been  put  to  in  investigating  the  title. 

With  respect  to  the  other  objection,  that  the  contents  of  the  deeds  were 
not  well  proved,  we  think  there  is  no  foundation  for  it.     Rule  refused,  (a) 

(a)  «  Where  the  estate  agreed  to  be  leased  was  comprised  with  others  in  an  original  lease, 
-  under  which  the  lessor  had  a  right  to  re-enter  for  breach  of  covenants,  so  that  the  under-lessee 
imght  be  evicted  without  any  breach  on  his  part,  it  was  held,  by  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C^  tliat  he 
was  not  bound  to  accept  the  title  with  an  indemnity.  He  observed,  that,  where  a  party  comes 
for  a  specific  perfonnance,  he  desires  the  court  to  give  the  party  the  specific  subject  Now, 
here,  he  could  not  secure  the  possession  of  the  subject  upon  the  terms  agreed  upon.  But  he 
ofiers  an  indemnity.  The  leesor  might  be  evided^  and  therefore  it  was  cempeneatiim,  and  not  imdem' 
fdty,  that  was  ofiered.  I  will  give  you  the  subject  of  the  coutract,  not  with  a  sure  title,  but  witli 
a  compensation  in  case  of  eviction.  It  was  not  a  case  for  an  indemnity,  and  the  court  oould  not 
compel  a  performance  with  a  compensation.*'  Sugden's  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  lOth  edit. 
.|r.  1(»;  citing  I'iUki  v.  IMtrt  3  Madd.  193. 
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Upon  an  application,  at  chambers,  under  the  5  &  6  Yict  c.  122,  s.  42,  to  discharge  a  bankrupt 
who  has  obtained  his  certificate,  from  execution  fbr  a  demand  provable  under  the  ,/ial,  it  is 
competent  to  the  jud^^e  to  receive  affidavits  to  show  that  the  certificate  is  Toid,  by  reason  of 
gamin;;,  under  s.  38. 

In  such  a  case,  the  court  has  no  original  jurisdiction. 

To  entitle  a  prisoner  to  a  writ  of  habeas^  to  bring  him  up  to  be  present  on  the  argument  of  a  rule 
iu  which  he  is  interested,  he  must  satisfy  the  court  that  substantial  justice  cannot  be  done 
without  his  presence. 

The  defendant  commenced  trading  as  a  printer  and  newspaper  proprie- 
tor, on  the  1st  of  January,  1843.  Judgment  was  obtained  against  him 
in  this  action  on  the  15th  of  February,  1845.  On  the  8th  of  June,  1846, 
a  fiat  issued  against  him,  under  which  he  was  du]y  declared  a  bankrupt, 
and  obtained  a  certificate  of  conformity  in  August  following. 

On  the  8th  of  October,  a  summons  was  taken  out,  calling  upon  the  plain- 
tiflf  to  show  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  the 
custody  of  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison, — he  having  been  taken  under 
a  ca.  sa,  at  the  suit  of  one  Wearing  on  the  22d  of  August,  1845,  ancl 
subsequently  detained  at  the  suit  of  the  present  plaintiiT, — as  to  this  action, 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  obtained  his  certificate  of  conformity  under  the 
Jiat  issued  against  him,  and  that  the  debt  in  this  action  was  provable 
under  such  fiat.  This  summons  was  heard  on  the  12th  before  Erle,  J., 
and  dismissed,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  proved,  to  the  satisfactioi)  of  the 
learned  judge,  that  the  defendant  had  sustained  losses  by  gaming,  so  as 
to  avoid  his  certificate,  under  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  38. 

*0n  the  16th  of  October,  a  second  summons  was  taken  out,  to  r«Qoa 
show  cause  as  before,  «or  why  a  writ  of  auditd  quereld  should 
nQt  issue,  or  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  the  said 
custody,  on  giving  bail,  to  be  approved  of  by  the  master,  to  abide  the 
event  of  any  issue  which  might  be  directed,  to  invalidate  such  certificate.'' 
This  summons  was  heard  before  Eble,  J.,  on  the  19th,  and  dismissed, 
with  costs. 

On  the  2d  of  November,  a  similar  application  was  made  to  the  court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  in  a  cause  of  Wearing  v.  Smith;  but  the  court  refused 
to  grant  a  rule,  (a) 

On  the  12th  of  November  a  third  summons  was  taken  out  in  this  cause, 
in  the  same  terms  as  the  first.  This  summons  was  heard  before  I^le,  J., 
on  the  14th,  and  dismissed;  and  on  the  17th, 

W.  H.  Watson  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause 
((why  the  defendant  should  not  be  forthwith  discharged  out  of  the  custody 
of  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  as  to  this  action,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
having  issued  against  him,  under  which  he  had  obtained  his  certificate  of 
conformity,  and  the  debt  for  which  he  was  in  custody  being  provable  under 

(a)  Seel6UwJourn.N.&,Q.EL 
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the  said  fiat ;  or  why  a  feigned  issued  should  not  be  directed  to  be  fried 
between  the  parties,  upon  such  terms  as  the  court  should  direct."  llie 
rule  was  moved  upon  affidavits  generally  denying  the  alleged  gaming  since 
the  commencement  of  the  trading.  It  was  submitted  that  the  judge  was 
bound  to  discharge  the  bankrupt  on  production  of  his  certificate,  or,  at  all 
events,  to  direct  an  issue :  and  Davis  v.  Shapleyj  1  B.  &  Ad.  54;  Jacobs 
V.  PhiUips,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  195,  4  Tyrwh.  652,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  716;  Yeo 
v.  ^lleriy  3  Doug].  314 ;  and  WoolcoU  v.  Leicester^  6  Taunt.  75,  were  cited. 
•9841  *'^'  •^^^^*'  Serjt.,  on  a  subsequent  day,  (Nov.  21,)  moved  for  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpuSj  directed  to  tlie  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison, 
to  bring  up  the  defendant  on  Monday,  the  23d,  in  order  that  he  might  be 
present  in  court  upon  the  discussion  of  the  rule.  The  motion  was  founded 
upon  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  who  swore  that  he  believed  it  to  be  of 
the  greatest  importance  to  him,  from  his  perfect  knowledge  of  all  the  facts 
connected  with  the  action,  and  the  grounds  alleged  for  opposing  his  dis- 
charge, that  he  should  attend  personally  on  the  hearing  of  the  rule ;  and 
that  he  firmly  believed  that  it  would  be  detrimental  to  his  interest  not  to 
be  enabled  to  attend  the  hearing. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  I  should  be  extremely  desirous  to  accede  to  this  appli- 
cation, if  any  circumstances  could  be  shown  whence  we  might  reasonably 
infer  that  it  was  necessary,  as  well  as  advantageous,  to  the  defendant  that 
he  should  be  present  at  the  discussion  of  the  rule.  The  affidavit  merely 
states  that  the  defendant  believes  that  it  would  be  of  importance  to  him, 
from  his  perfect  knowledge  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  to  be  present  at  the 
argument.  The  question  to  be  argued,  however,  is  a  dry  question  of  law 
upon  the  construction  of  the  bankrupt  acts.  The  facts,  therefore,  will 
not  in  any  degree  influence  our  judgment.  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to 
establish  such  a  precedent :  and  I  have  a  strong  impression  that  I  have 
known  similar  applications  refused. 

Maule,  J.  No  doubt  we  have  authority  to  order  the  jailer  to  bring  up  the 
party,  if  we  are  satisfied  that  any  reasonable  ground  is  shown  for  asking  \U 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring, 

Rule  refused,  (a) 
*9851  ^Channell^  Serjt.,  and  Bovilly  showed  cause  against  WatsofCs 
rule.  (6)  This  is  not  an  application  to  review  the  decision  of  tlie 
judge  at  chambers :  it  is  an  original  application,  which  has  already  been 
decided  by  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  WeaHvg  v.  Smithy  not  to  be 
warranted  by  the  statute.  The  37th  section  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122, 
ena  :ts,  «<  that  every  bankrupt  who  shall  have  duly  surrendered  and  in  all 
thiiigs  conformed  himself  to  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time  of  issuing  )htfiat 
in  bankruptcy  against  him,  shall  be  discharged  from  all  debts  due  by  him 


? 


'a)  See  Jiiamey-Otneral  ▼.  IhaU,  2  Price,  147. 

[b)  The  affidavits  used  in  answer  to  the  rule,  aUeged  a  number  of  acts  of  gaming,  and 
lof  ses  to  a  large  amount,  as  weU  alter  as  beibre  the  defendant  became  a  trader. 
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when  he  became  bankrupt,  and  from  all  claims  and  demands  made  provable 
under  the  fiat^  in  case  he  shall  obtain  a  certificate  of  such  conformity,  so 
signed  and  allowed,  and  subject  to  such  provisions  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned/' &c.  «  Provided  always,  and  be  it  enacted  (s.  38)  that  no  bank- 
rupt shall  be  entitled  to  the  certificate  under  this  act,  and  that  any  such 
certificate^  if  obtained^  shall  be  vaidj  if  such  bankrupt  shall  have  lost,  by 
any  sort  of  gaming  or  wagering,  in  one  day  20/.,  or,  within  one  year  next 
preceding  his  bankruptcy,  200/.,'' &c.  (a)  The  39th  section  prescribes 
the  mode  of  obtaining  the  certificate.  And  the  42d  enacts  that  <<  any 
bankrupt  who  shall,  after  such  certificate  shall  have  been  confirmed,  b§ 
arrested,  or  have  any  action  brought  against  him  for  any  debt,  claim,  or 
demand  provable  under  the  ^/against  such  bankrupt,  shall  be  discharged 
upon  entering  an  appearance,  and  may  plead  in  general  that  the  cause  of 
action  accrued  before  he  became  bankrupt,  and  may  give  this  act  and  the 
special  matter  in  evidence ;  and  such  bankrupt's  certificate,  and  the  con- 
firmation thereof,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  trading,  *bank-  r«QQ^ 
ruptcy,  Jiat,  and  other  proceedings  precedent  to  the  obtaining  ^ 
such  certificate ;  and,  if  any  such  bankrupt  shall  be  taken  in  execution^  or 
detained  in  prison,  for  such  debt,  claim,  or  demand,  where  judgment  has 
been  obtained  before  the  confirmation  of  his  certificate,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  any  Judge  of  tlie  court  wherein  judgment  has  been  so  obtained,  on 
such  bankrupt's  producing  his  certificate,  to  order  any  officer  who  shall 
have  such  bankrupt  in  custody  by  virtue  of  such  execution,  to  discharge 
such  bankrupt,  without  exacting  any  fee ;  and  such  officer  shall  be  hereby 
indemnified  for  so  doing."  If  it  be  said  that  this  is  substantially  an  ap- 
peal from  the  decision  of  Erle,  J.,  the  answer  is,  that  the  rule  is  not 
drawn  up  on  reading  the  affidavits  that  w^ere  before  the  learned  judge  on 
the  third  summons.  In  order  to  avoid  the  certificate,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  losses  at  play  should  have  been  incurred  whilst  the  party  was  a 
trader :  none  of  the  statutes  contain  any  such  limitation.  [Wilde,  C.  J. 
Is  there  any  diffi?rence,  as  to  jurisdiction,  between  the  5  G.  2,  c.  30,  and 
6  G.  4,  c.  16,  and  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122  ?]  By  the  5  G.  2,  c.  30,  s.  13, 
where  a  certificated  bankrupt  had  been  taken  in  execution  for  a  debt  pro- 
vable under  the  commission,  power  was  given  to  <<  one  or  more  of  the 
judges"  to  discharge  him  upon  production  of  his  certificate.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  126th  section  of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  is  identical  with  that  of 
the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  42.  In  Hughes  v.  Morky,  1  B.  &  Aid.  22,  it 
was  held  that  the  clause  in  the  12th  section  of  the  5  G.  2,  c.  30,  depriving 
the  bankrupt  of  all  benefit  from  his  certificate,  in  the  case  of  losses  at  play, 
was  to  be  considered  as  a  qualification  restraining  the  operation  of  the 
7th  section ;  and  that  evidence  of  such  losses  might  be  given  in  a  court 
of  law,  on  the  similiter  to  the  general  plea  of  bankruptcy.  So,  in 
^Hom  V.  lonj  4  B.  &  Ad.  78,  it  was  held  to  be  a  good  answer  to 

(a)  Similar  in  this  respect  to  die  6  G.  4,  c.  10,  a.  130. 
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a  plea  of  bankruptcy,  that  the  certificate  was  obtained  by  ftand,  though 
the  enactment  to  that  effect  in  the  5  6.  2,  c.  30,  s.  7,  is  not  repeated  in 
the  6  G.  4,  c.  16.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  certificate  is  not  candu" 
give :  and,  under  the  circumstances  here  disclosed,  it  is  altogether  void 
[Wilde,  C.  J.  So  far  from  considering  the  certificate  conclusive,  the  court, 
in  Stacey  v.  Fredericij  2  B.  &  P.  390, — upon  an  application  to  discharge 
a  defendant  on  common  bail,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  obtained  his 
certificate,  he  having  been  arrested  for  a  debt  provable  under  the  commis- 
sion,— say,  that,  <<a8  the  validity  of  the  certificate  was  disputed,  thej 
could  not  interfere  in  a  summary  way."] 

W,  H.  Watson  and  Taprell^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  forty-second 
section  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  entitles  the  bankrupt  to  be  discharged 
from  execution,  by  any  judge  of  the  court  wherein  judgment  has  been 
obtained,  im  producing  his  certificate.  That  section  operates  as  a  pro?iso 
on  sect.  37,  which  makes  the  certificate  a  discharge  from  all  debts  provable 
under  the^^.  The  words  <«it  shall  be  lawful"  for  the  judge  to  ordei 
the  discharge,  are  to  be  construed  as  compulsory,  in  favour  of  the  liberty 
of  the  subject.  In  Henderson  v.  Sherborne^  2  M.  &  W.  239,  Lord  Abinger 
says:  «<The  interpretation  of  statutes  has  always,  in  modern  times,  been 
highly  favourable  to  the  personal  liberty  of  the  subject,  and  I  hope  will 
always  remain  so."  [Coltman,  J.  Your  construction  would  place  the 
execution-debtor  in  a  better  situation  than  one  in  custody  under  mesne  pro- 
cess ;  for,  it  would  make  the  certificate  an  absolute  discharge  in  the  one 
case,  and  in  the  other  only  pleadable.]  Such  clearly  was  the  opinion  of 
*9881  ^^  court  in  Davis  v.  Shapley^  1  B.  &  Ad.  54.  *If  the  construction 
contended  for  on  the  other  side  be  correct,  the  bankrupt  must  be 
doomed  to  perpetual  imprisonment,  as  long  as  any  dishonest  person  can 
be  found  ready  to  make  an  affidavit  which  he  can  have  no  opportunity  of 
answering.  In  Barrow  v.  Potfe,  1  B.  &  Ad.  629,  Lord  Tente&den  sajs: 
«It  is  expressly  enacted  by  the  121st  section  of  the  statute,  that  erery 
bankrupt  who  shall  have  surrendered  and  conformed  himself,  and  obtained 
his  certificate,  shall  be  discharged  from  all  debts  due  by  him  when  he 
became  bankrupt,  and  from  all  demands  provable  under  the  commission. 
This  judgment  debt  was  clearly  so  provable.  It  is  admitted,  that,  if  an 
action  had  been  brought  on  this  judgment,  the  defendant  might  have 
pleaded  his  bankruptcy  and  given  the  certificate  in  evidence,  and  that  the 
certificate  would  have  been  conclusive ;  and  also,  that,  if  he  had  been 
taken  in  execution  upon  the  judgment,  or  detained  in  prison  upon  it,  he 
might  have  been  discharged  by  a  judge,  on  production  of  his  certificate, 
in  which  case  also  it  would  have  been  conclusive.  But  it  is  said  the  certi- 
ficate is  conclusive  in  these  cases  only.  Whether  the  language  of  the  126th 
section  is  sufficiently  general  to  include  the  present  case,  or  not,  does  not 
seem  to  me  to  be  very  material ;  it  points  out  the  course  of  proceeding  in 
particular  instances,  but  it  cannot  control  the  general  words  of  the  12l8t 
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section  ;  and,  it  being  manifest  that  the  plaintifPs  demand  is  one  which 
might  have  been  proved  under  the  commission,  I  think  we  should  not  give 
effect  to  the  words  of  that  section,  which  provides  that  the  bankrupt  obtain- 
ing his  certificate  shall  be  discharged  from  every  demand  provable  under 
the  commission,  if  we  were  to  reject  the  present  application,  and  put  the 
defendant  to  the  course  which  has  been  suggested'^ — viz.  an  audUd  que' 
rdd.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  His  *lordship  goes  on  to  observe,  that  « if  r»QOQ 
the  certificate  could  be  brought  within  any  of  the  cases  specified 
in  the  130th  section,  where  it  is  declared  that  a  certificate,  if  obtained, 
shall  be  void,  as,  by  gaming,  or  other  misconduct  of  the  bankrupt,  the 
question  would  be  very  different.^']  The  certificate  is  conclusive,  until 
set  aside  by  the  court  of  review. 

Then,  has  the  court  jurisdiction?  It  is  submitted  that  it  has.  It  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  confer  an  exclusive  jurisdiction  upon 
a  single  judge  at  chambers.  Besides,  this  is,  in  effect,  an  appeal  against 
the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Eble.  When  a  judge  refuses  to  grant  that 
which  a  party  is  entitled  to,  he  may  always  appeal  to  the  court:  Johnstone 
V.  KnawkSj  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  31.  [Coltmax,  J.  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  will  not  be  disputed,  if  you  show  that  the  judge  was  bound  to  dis** 
charge  the  defendant.]  Independently  of  the  forty-second  section  of  the 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  122,  the  court  has  a  general  jurisdiction  to  discharge  from 
execution  a  bankrupt,  who  has  obtained  his  certificate.  Many  c^ses  to 
this  point  are  referred  to  in  Sadler  v.  Cleaver,  7  Bingh.  769,  5  M«  &  P. 
706,  which  is  itself  an  authority  for  the  position.  [Maulc,  J.  If  you 
rely  upon  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  you  cannot  exclude  inquiry.] 

At  all  events,  the  court  will  direct  an  issue:  Robson  v.  Calze^  1  Dougl. 
228 ;  Cook  v.  Jones,  Cowp.  727;  Harrod  v.  Benton,  8  B.  &C.  217,  2  M. 
&  R.  130. 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  now  said  that  the  court  had  very  anxiously  considered 
the  matter,  but  were  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  be  discharged.  His  lordship  added  that  the  court  would  look  more 
fully  into  the  authorities,  and  would  give  a  definitive  judgment  next  term. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

•Wilde,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.  r*990 

This  is  an  application  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of  custody,  ^ 
on  the  ground  that  he  has  obtained  his  certificate  of  conformity  under  the 
statute  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  37.  The  motion  is  founded  upon  the  forty- 
second  section  of  the  statute,  which  enacts  «that  any  bankrupt  who  shall, 
after  such  certificate"  (meaning  the  certificate  before  referred  to)  «<  shall 
have  been  confirmed,  be  arrested,  or  have  any  action  brought  against  him 
for  any  debt,  claim,  or  demand  provable  under  the ^^  against  such  bank- 
rupt, shall  be  discharged  upon  entering  an  appearance:"  then,  after  giving 
the  form  of  plea,  the  section  goes  on  to  provide  that  «<  such  bankrupt's 
certificate,  and  the  confirmation  thereof,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
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trading,  &c. ;  and,  if  any  such  bankrupt  shall  be  taken  in  execution  or 
detained  in  prison  for  such  debt,  claim,  or  demand,  "where  judgment  has 
been  obtained  before  the  confirmation  of  his  certificate,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  any  judge  of  the  court  wherein  judgment  has  been  so  obtained,  on  such 
bankrupt's  producing  his  certificate,  to  order  any  officer  who  shall  hare 
such  bankrupt  in  custody  by  virtue  of  such  execution,  to  discharge  such 
bankrupt,  without  exacting  any  fee;  and  such  officer  shall  be  hereby 
indemnified  for  so  doing." 

The  present  is  an  original  application  under  the  authority  of  this  act ; 
and  not  a  case  in  which  the  party  has  been  before  a  judge  at  chambers, 
and  is  now  appealing  against  his  decision.  It  is  true  that  the  parties  have 
been  before  my  brother  Erle  upon  a  summons,  and  that  he  has  pronounced 
an  opinion  on  the  case.  This,  however,  is  not  a  rule  to  rescind  his  order, 
nor  was  the  application  to  him  founded  upon  the  same  materials  that  have 
been  presented  to  us.  The  question  whether  the  court  has  any  original 
*9911  jurisdiction,  has  been  before  *the  court  of  Queen's  Bench:  and 
that  court  has  determined  that  no  such  jurisdiction  exists,  (a)  It 
may  be  that  no  jurisdiction  exists  on  the  ground  presented  to  the  court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  that  case.  But  the  question  here  is,  whether  the  courts 
at  Westminster  have  an  original  jurisdiction  under  the  earlier  part  of  the 
forty-second  section.  The  books  of  practice  contain  very  many  cases  of 
applications  to  set  aside  writs  of  ^.  Ja.  issued  after  certificate  in  respect 
of  a  debt  provable  under  the  commission,  for  which  there  is  no  express 
authority  in  any  of  the  statutes.  The  courts,  however,  have  said  that,  as 
the  debt  was  provable,  the  bankrupt  was  discharged,  not  merely  from  the 
debt,  but  from  all  remedies  for  its  recovery.  The  cases  of  Dains  v.  Shapley 
and  Barrow  v.  Poik  are  both  strongly  in  point  for  that.  Both  those  cases 
arose  on  the  121st  section  of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  in  which  there  is  nothing 
that  is  at  all  inconsistent  in  this  respect  with  the  statute  of  5  &  6  Vict. 
c.  122,  s.  37.  It  appears,  therefore,  from  these  two  cases,  in  terms,  and, 
impliedly,  from  many  others  that  might  be  referred  to,  that  the  court  will 
interfere  to  prevent  its  process  from  being  improperly  used  to  enforce  a 
claim  against  a  bankrupt  that  might  have  been  proved  under  the  JUU, 
Without  at  all  seeking  to  impugn  the  doctrine  of  the  court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  it  may  well  be  that  there  is  an  original  jurisdiction  with  respect 
to  the  first  part  of  the  section.  But,  considering  this  as  in  the  nature  of 
an  appeal,  how  stands  the  matter.^  By  the  5  G.  2,  c.  30,  s.  12,  it  is  de- 
clared that  a  bankrupt  who  shall  have  lost  by  gaming  5£.  in  any  one  day, 
or  100/.  within  twelve  months  of  his  bankruptcy,  shall  lose  all  privilege 
or  benefit  from  his  certificate :  while,  at  the  same  time,  it  is  enacted  by 
sects.  7,  13,  that  a  bankrupt  who  has  conformed,  shall  be  discharged  from 
*9921  ^'  debts  provable  under  *the  commission,  and  be  entitled  to  be 
released  from  arrest  on  mesne  or  final  process.     The  1 21st  section 

(a)  Wearing  v.  SmUh,  16  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  1. 
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0^  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  discharges  the  bankrupt  <<from  all  debts  due  by  him 
\^'hen  he  became  bankrupt,  and  from  all  claims  and  demands  hereby  made 
provable  under  the  commission,  in  case  he  shall  obtain  a  certificate  ol* 
conformity,  so  signed  and  allowed,  and  subject  to  such  provisions  as  there- 
inafter directed:"  so  that  the  clause  which  gives  the  discharge,  makes  it 
subject  to  the  subsequent  provisions.  The  126th  section  enacts  that  <«  any 
bankrupt  who  shall,  after  his  certificate  shall  have  been  allowed,  be  arrested, 
or  have  any  action  brought  against  him,  for  any  debt,  claim,  or  demand 
thereby  made  provable  under  the  commission  against  such  bankrupt,  shall 
be  discharged  upon  common  bail,  and  may  plead,  in  general,  that  the 
cause  of  aciion  accrued  before  he  became  bankrupt,  and  may  give  the  act 
and  the  special  matter  in  evidence ;  and  such  bankrupt's  certificate,  and 
the  allowance  thereof,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  trading,  bank- 
ruptcy, commission,  and  other  proceedings  precedent  to  the  obtaining 
such  certificate ;  and,  if  any  such  bankrupt  shall  be  taken  in  execution, 
or  detained  in  prison,  for  such  debt,  claim,  or  demand,  where  judgment 
has  been  obtained  before  the  allowance  of  his  certificate,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  any  Judge  of  the  court  wherein  judgment  has  been  so  obtained,  ou 
such  bankrupt's  producing  his  certificate,  to  order  any  officer  who  shall 
have  such  bankrupt  in  custody  by  virtue  of  such  execution,  to  discharge 
such  bankrupt,  without  exacting  any  fee,  and  such  officer  shall  be  hereby 
indemnified  for  so  doing."  But,  by  s.  130,  it  is  enacted,  that  <«no  bank* 
nipt  shall  be  entitled  to  his  certificate,  or  to  be  paid  any  such  allowance, 
(as  provided  by  s.  128,)  and  any  certificate,  if  obtained,  shall  be  void^  if 
such  bankrupt  shall  have  lost,  by  any  sort  of  gaming  or  wagering,  in  one 
day  20/.,  or  within  one  year  next  preceding  his  ^bankruptcy,  r«Qqo 
^QQ/."  &c.  Then  comes  the  5  &  6  Vict,  c  122,  which,  by  s.  2,  ^ 
continues  in  force  all  the  provisions  of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  that  are  not  in« 
consistent,  or  at  variance,  with  the  provisions  of  that  act ;  and  by  s.  37, 
enacts  that,  <^  every  bankrupt  who  shall  have  duly  surrendered,  and  in  all 
things  conformed  himself  to  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time  of  issuing  the 
fiat  in  bankruptcy  against  him,  shall  be  discharged  from  all  debts  due  by 
him  when  he  became  bankrupt,  and  from  all  claims  and  demands  made 
provable  under  the  fiat^  in  case  he  shall  obtain  a  certificate  of  such  con* 
formity  so  signed  and  allowed,  and  subject  to  such  provisions,  as  therein- 
afier  mentioned,"  &c.  Section  38  enacts  «that  no  bankrupt  shall  be 
entitled  to  the  certificate  under  that  act,  and  that  any  such  certificate,  if 
obtained,  shall  be  void,  if  such  bankrupt  shall  have  lost,  by  any  sort  of 
gaming  or  wagering,  in  ope  day  20/.,  or,  within  one  year  next  preceding 
his  bankruptcy,  200/."  &c.  Then  the  thirty-ninth  section,  which  prescribes 
the  mode  of  obtaining  such  certificate  of  conformity,  contains  a  proviso 
«that  no  certificate  shall  be  such  discharge,  unless  such  court  (of  bank« 
ruptcy)  shall,  in  writing  under  hand  and  seal,  certify  to  the  court  of  review , 
that  such  banknipt  has  made  a  full  discovery  of  his  estate  and  effects,  and 
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in  all  things  conformed  as  aforesaid^  and  that  there  does  not  appear  anj 
rieason  to  doubt  the  truth  or  fulness  of  Such  discovery;  and  unless  the 
bankrupt  knake  oath  in  writing  that  such  certificate  was  obtained  fairly  and 
without  fraud,"  fltc.  And  the  forty-second  section  enacts  «<that  any  bank- 
rupt who  shall,  after  such  certificate  shall  have  been  confirmed,  be  arrested, 
or  have  any  action  brought  against  him  for  any  debt,  claim,  or  demand 
provable  under  the  fiat  against  such  bankrupt,  shall  be  discharged  upon 
entering  an  appeatance,  and  may  plead,  in  general,  that  the  cause  of  action  . 
accrued  before  he  became  bankrupt,  and  may  give  this  act  and  the  special 
«QQ .  1  matter  in  ^evidence ;  and  such  bankrupt's  certificate,  and  the  con- 
firmation thereof^  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  trading,  bank- 
ruptcy, fiaty  and  other  proceedings  precedent  to  the  obtaining  such 
certificate ;  and,  if  any  such  bankrupt  shall  be  taken  in  execution  or 
detained  in  prison  for  such  debt,  claim,  or  demand,  where  judgment  has 
been  obtained  before  the  confirmation  of  his  certificate,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  any  judge  of  the  court  wherein  judgment  has  been  so  obtained,  on 
such  bankrupt's  producing  his  certificate,  to  order  any  officer  who  shall 
have  such  bankrupt  in  custody  by  virtue  of  such  execution,  to  dischaige 
such  bankrupt,  without  exacting  any  fee ;  and  such  officer  shall  be  hereby 
indemnified  for  so  doing."  On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  is  insisted 
that  the  effect  of  these  provisions  is,  that  the  certificate,  when  once  ob- 
tained, shall  not  be  questioned  upon  a  motion  for  the  bankrupt's  discharge ; 
but  that  the  creditor  must  seek  his  remedy,  if  he  has  any,  by  an  action 
upon  the  judgment,  tt  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  this  application 
is  addressed  to  the  court  with  reference  to  its  general  jurisdiction.  If  the 
bankrupt  is  entitled  to  an  aunHtd  ^ueirddj  it  must  be  subject  to  all  the 
rights  of  die  creditor ;  one  of  which  would  be,  the  right  to  plead  thereto 
that  the  certificate  was  void  by  reasoki  of  gaming :  and,  if  that  be  so,  must 
not  the  same  answer  be  open  to  him  when  die  bankrupt  applies  to  the 
court  for  relief  in  a  summary  way?  The  question  whether  the  mere 
production  of  the  certificate  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  bankrupt  to 
be  discharged  from  execution,  was  before  the  court  of  Queen's 
Bench  on  Friday  last,  in  the  case  of  Wearing  v.  Smiih^  16  Law  Joum., 
N.  8.,  Q.  B.  173,  wheii  it  was  determined  that  it  was  not;  but  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that  the  certificate  is  not  avoided 
*9951  ^y  ^°y  ^^  ^^  circumstances  pointed  out  in  the  *act;  and  that, 
^  if  the  creditor  shows,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that 
the  bankrupt  has  been  guilty  of  any  act,  the  commission  of  which  is 
declared  to  render  the  certificate  void,  he  is  not  entitled  to  such  summary 
relief.  The  answer  there  set  Up,  as  here,  was,  that  the  bankrupt  had  been 
guilty  of  gaming,  and  had  thereby  sustained  losses  to  the  extent  mentioned 
in  the  statute.  The  gaming  was  denied  by  the  bankrupt.  But  the  court, 
exercising  its  judgment  on  the  materials  presented  to  it,  thought  the  charge 
of  gaming  proved,  and  consequently  discharged  the  rule.    In  the  present 
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case,  affidavits  have  been  filed  in  answer  to  the  rule,  imputing  to  the 
bankrupt  gaming  to  a  very  considerable  extent.  To  these  affidavits,  no 
answer  whatever  is  attempted  to  be  given,  (a)  It  is  insisted  on  his  part 
that  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  them,  the  certificate  being  conclusive  until 
set  aside  by  the  court  of  review.  This,  therefore,  is  not  a  case  of  con- 
troverted facts.  Upon  the  affidavits,  we  think  there  is  no  reasonable 
ground  for  doubting  that  the  charge  of  gaming  is  well  founded :  and, 
upon  the  authority  of  the  case  last  cited,  we  hold  that  the  creditor  was  at 
liberty  upon  this  motion  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  certificate  on  that 
ground,  and  therefore  discharge  this  rule. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 

(a)  Quorf  as  to  the  existence  of  any  opportunity  of  rqtlying  to  theie  affidavit!.    The  charges 
doappoar  to  have  been  answered  6y  aniidpatioHt  vide  supr^  983. 
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ABATEBCENT. 

&f  P1.IADIV0,  L  2. 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

To  a  count  by  endon^e  agaiDst  acceptor  of  a 
bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that,  afVer  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  ac- 
tion in  the  declaration,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  the  defendant  and 
plaintiff  accounted  together  of  and  concern- 
ing the  said  causes  of  action,  and  aR  other 
daimi  and  tUmandi  then  being  betteeen  them  ; 
and  that,  on  that  accounting,  a  certain  sum 
only  was  found  due  to  the  plaintiff,  which 
sum  the  defendant  paid,  and  the  plaintiff 
received,  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  sum  so 
due  and  owing  as  last  aforesaid. 

The  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  and  the  de- 
fendant did  not  account  togetlier  of  and 
concerning  the  causes  of  action  in  the  de- 
claration, and  ef  otf  fitim  Mm»  onrf  demand* 
then  being  behieen  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant, modo  Hfarmd  >^ 

Jleld,  on  demurrer,  that  the  traverse  was 
well  taken.    8tUton  Y.Page.         Page  204 

And  me  Pi.ia]u«»,  IIL  1. 

ACCOUNT  STATED. 

Principle  upon  which  new  cause  of  action 
b]r.  212,  n. 

ACTION  UPON  THE  CASE. 
SeeCMBM. 

ADDING  PLEA. 
Sm  Bavkbuft,  III.  2. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
I.  Intituling. 

An  affidavit  intimled  «  W.  W.,  carrying  on  bu- 
siness under  the  name  or  style  of  W.  T.  & 
Co.,  plaintifi;  and  C.  F.,  defendant'* — the 
plaintiff  having  so  described  himself  in  the 
writr-waa  held  sufficient.  WMU  v.  Fett- 
ham  058 

VOL.  in.  77 


II.  Form  of  Jurat. 
"  Sworn  in  court  the  5th  day  of  November, 
1846,  before  £.  V.  W.'  (the  judge's  signa- 
ture,] is  a  sufficient  jurat.     Thome  v.  /aek" 
mm.  Page  001 

Jnd  aee  Costs,  IIL  2. 

CovBT  or  RsairxsTs. 

AGREEMENT. 

Consideration. 
A.  contracted  lo  purchase  cxf  &,  the  goodwill, 
&C.,  of  a  public-house.  On  the  back  of  the 
agreement  was  the  following  memorandum, 
written  and  signed  by  C,  after  the  execu- 
tion of  the  agreement  by  A.  and  B.>— >*I 
hereby  undertake  that  my  daughter,  B..  shall 
perform  all  the  covenants  and  conditions 
named  in  the  annexed  agreement,  and  hold 
and  consider  myself  responsible  for  her." 
The  whole  was  described  by  the  witness 
as  having  been  one  entire  transaction.  In 
an  action  against  C.  to  recover  back  the  de- 
posit, on  the  purchase  going  off  by  the  de- 
ftult  of  the  vendor: — IMtf,  that  the  agree- 
ment and  endorsement  might  be  looked  at 
together  for  the  purpose  of  making  out  a 
consideration  for  the  defendant's  promise. 
CoUkam  v.  Showter.  319 

Jind  eee  Evidxvcs,  IV. 
Staxps,  1. 

ALIEN. 

Grant  of  Letterppaieni  fe,  or  m  Trudfir^  an 
Menr^See  LBTTXBs-PATxirr,  IL  1,  HI. 

AMBIGUITY. 
AsPabuambst.  1. 

AMENDMENT. 

I.  JH  Nin  Frme^^ndtr  Z  ^  A  IK.  4,  r. 42,  t. 23. 

In  ease  against  a  surveyor  of  highways,  a]^ 
pointed  under  the  7  Jc  8  Vict  c.  84,  for  the 
foUowing  words  alleged  10  have  been  spoken 
by  him  at  a  public  auction,  in  reference  to 
certain  unfinished  bouses  at  a  place  called 
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Agar  Towu.  which  the  plaintiff  had  put  up 
for  sale— ^  My  object  in  attending  this  sale, 
is,  to  inform  purchasers,  if  there  be  any  here 
present,  that  I  shall  not  allow  purchaters 
(meaning  permmB  who  then  might  be  dupoted  to 
purduue  at  the  laid  $ale  the  eaid  koute  of  the 
plaintiffs  m  expoeedfor  tale  ae  aforeeaids)  to  be 
finished  or  occupied,  until  the  roads  are 
made  good  in  Agar  Town.  I  have  no 
power  to  compel  any  one  to  make  the  roads ; 
but  I  have  powler  to  stop  the  buildings  un- 
til the  roads  are  made.  If  tliere  shall  be 
any  purchasers,  they  will  have  to  keep  the 
carcasses  in  their  unfinished  state  until 
the  roads  are  made," — ^tlre  judge  at  the  trial 
allowed  the  declaration  to  be  aniended,^un- 
der  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  l^  substitut- 
ing for  the  words  in  italic^  the^ords  **the 
houses '/' — HeU^  that  such  amendment  was 
properly  allowed.    Pater  v.  Baker.  Page  381 

IL  J^ler  Judgment  on  Jkmwrrtr. 

'tht  court  refused  to  allow  a  replication  to  be 
amended  afier  the  lapse  of  a  year  afler  judg- 
ment pronounced  on  demurrer,  the  case  hav- 
ing previously  stood  over  that  the  parties 
might  mutually  agree  to  amend,  and  both 
having  declined  to  do  sa  Hammond  v. 
CoOe,  212 

Jmi  mt  Bahkbuft,  III.  2. 

AMENDS. 
Tmier  o/'-^See  LibbIi. 


ANNUITY. 
L  Prooabk  m  Bankruptof. 

The  provision  in  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  90,  s.  25,  that 
eveiy  sum  of  money  pajrable  by  way  of  an- 
nuity or  otherwise,  at  any  future  time  or 
times,  by  virtue  of  any  bond,  covenant,  or 

.  other  securities,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken 
to  be  ddU^  within  the  meaning  of  the  5  it 
6  VioL  c.  116,  and  of  that  act,  is  not  retro- 
spective.   Thompmm  v.  Lack.        Page  540 

IL  Bikam  of  Cosurety, 

K  release  to  one  of  two  sureties  who  had  en- 
tered into  a  joint  and  several  covenant  to 
pay  an  annuity,  in  default  of  payment  by 
the  grantor,  was  accompanied  by  a  proviso 
that  such  lease  should  not  prejudice  the 

;  right  of  the  grantee  to  enibrce  its  payment 
against  the  grantor  and  the  other  surety,  or 
either  of  them :— ffe^,  that  the  proviso  re- 
strained the  operation  of  the  release,  and  that 
the  liability  of  the  co-surety  was  not  affected 
oy  such  release.     Tlionquon  v.  Lack,       540 

•    IIL  R^HtaiiimtoaPttaof  no  Manorial 

A  replication  taking  issue  on  a  plea  alleging 
that  no  memorial  of  an  annuity  had  been 
enrolled,  and  setting  ibrth  such  memorial, 
properly  concludes  with  a  verificatbn  by 
the  recofd.    Thompton  ▼.  Latk,  540 


APOLOGY. 
See  LiBiL. 

'  APPOINTMENT. 
JSxeeutum  of— See  Hvsbabb  abb  Win,  IL 

ARBITRAMENT. 
L  Making  Order  of  Reference  a  Rdt  of  Coeeri, 

An  order  of  nisi  prius,  referring  a  cause  of  si^ 
bitration,  may  be  made  a  rule  of  oouit, 
without  any  express  reservation  of  a  power 
80  to  do.     MiQington  v.  Claridge,    Page  609 

II.  Setting  aside  Jiward, 

1.  The  oourt  will  not  set  aside,  or  refer  back, 
an  award  for  an  objection  in  point  of  law 

,^  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  it :  as,  upon  a 
suggestion  that  the  arbitrator  improperly 
treated  as  a  penalty  that  which  was,  by  the 
express  contract  of  the  parties,  stipulated 
and  ascertained  damages.  Fulkr  v.  Fet^ 
vide.  705 

2.  So,  whether  it  is  the  award  of  a  profes. 
sional,  or  of  a  lay  arbitrator.  iM, 

IIL  Mtaehmentfbr  Nonperfbrmanee  of  Jwari, 

1.  A  party  attached  for  contempt  in  not  per- 
forming an  award,  and  sentenced  to  impri. 
sonment  for  a  definite  period,  is  not,  by  un» 
dergoing  such  impriftonment,  exonerated 
from  the  performance  of  the  award.  Tki 
Q^een  v.  Hemneorth.  745 

2.  And,  temhUj  that  an  action  upon  the  aw&M 
may  be  maintained  at  the  same  time. 

3.  Gouive  of  proceeding  for  enforcing  per- 
formance of  an  award  by  attachment. 

md. 

ARREST. 
MaJidotio—See  Case,  IL 

ASSIGNEE  OF  REVERSION. 
Within  32  A  8,  c  34. 

1.  The  grantee  of  jMrt  of  the  grantor's  te- 
versionaTy  interest  in  the  whole  of  the 
property  in  which  a  partiadat  csfefe— as  a 
term  of  yeais— has  been  created,  is  an  as- 
signee of  the  reversion  within  the  32  H.  8» 
c.  34 ;  but  the  grantee  of  the  whole  rover^ 
sionary  interest  in  part  of  the  property,  is  not 
such  an  assignee.    Wright  v.  Bnrnm^m.  685 

2.  A.,  in  February,  1840,  demised  to  E  for 
twenty-one  yean  as  from  Christmas  then 
last  B.,  in  January,  1 841,  demised  to  D.  for 
three  years,  end,  in  April,  1842,  demised  lo 
R  for  the  whole  of  R*s  term,  len  one  day  >- 
Heid^  diat  £.  was  an  assignee  of  the  revei^ 
sion  of  the  premises  demised,  within  tlie 
statute.  Jbid. 

3.  A  declaration  in  trespass  alleged  that  the 
defendant  with  force  and  arwu  broke  and  en- 
tered the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house. 

Plea— that  A.,  being  seised  in  foe  ef  the 
dwelling-house,  demised  it  to  &  for  twenty- 
one  years;  that  B.  demised  to  the  defond 
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•  ant  for  all  the  residue  of  his  term,  wanting 
one  day;  and  tliat  the  plaintitf,  claiming 
title  under  colour  of  a  charter  of  demise, 
pretended  to  have  been  thereof  made  to  him 
by  A^  for  life,  befbre  tlie  making  of  the  de- 
mise by  A.  to  &,— whereas  nothing  oyer 
passed  by  virtue  of  tliat  charter,— -during 
the  continuance  of  the  several  terms,  eu- 
tere<l  into  the  dwelling-house,  and  was 
thereof  possessed ;  whereupon  the  defend- 
ant entered,  &c.  Replicationp<-4hat,  before 
the  making  of  the  demise  from  BL  to  the 
defendant,  and  whilst  B.  was  possessed  of 
the  term,  BL  demised  the  premises  in  D. 
for  three  years;  and  that  D.  assigned  his 
term  to  the  plaintifij  who  thereupon  became 
possessed,  and  remained  so  until  the  com- 
mitting of  the  trespasses.  Rejoinder— that 
the  demise  to  D.  was  subject  to  a  con- 
dition, that  the  condition  was  broken, 
and  Uiat  the  defendant  entered  for  the 
breach  >—ireM— first,  that  the  defondant, 
being  an  assignee  of  the  reversion  within 
the  32  H.  8,  c.  34,  could  avail  himself  of 
the  breach  of  condition — secondly,  that  the 
allegation  of  a  mere  pretended  charter  of  de- 
raise  did  not  show  title  in  the  plaintiff — 
thirdly,  that  the  allegation  that  the  trespass 
had  been  committed  wUk  force  and  ormt,  did 
not  import  a/oreibU  entry — ^fourthly,  that  the 
replkation  was  not  bad  for  departure.  Jbid. 

ASSISE  OF  NOVEL  DISSEISIN. 
50,  n.,  51|  n. 

ASSURANCE. 
See  LiFB  AssuaAirca 

ATTACHMENT. 
JFot  Non^jferformanee  of  Jiward'-^See  AaairaA- 

MIIIT,  III. 

ATTORNEY. 

L  JuthorUy  of. 
Though  the  court  will,  in  general,  where  a 
defendant  is  prejudiced  by  the  act  of  an 
attorney  in  acting  ibr  him  without  authority, 
leave  him  to  his  remedy  against  the  attor- 
ney, if  solvent;  that  rule  does  not  apply, 
where  the  defendant  is  in  custody  by  reason 
of  the  unauthorized  act,  or  where  the  plain- 
tiif  or  his  attorney  is  party  to  the  wrong. 
HamHdge  v.  De  la  Croude.  Page  742 

IL  Lien  of 

1.  The  lien  of  an  attorney  attaches  upon 
money  received  by  way  of  compromise; 
though  the  verdict  and  judgment  be  against 
his  client     DoviVi,  dem.,  Lovmdes,  ten.   823 

9.  Upon  an  application  to  give  effect  to  such 
lien,  the  affidavit  sliould  show  the  amount 
claimed  by  die  attorney.  Jbid, 

III.  Changing. 
I.  Upon  an  application  to  change  the  attorney, 
where  the  client  is  unacquainted  with  the 
English  language,  the  affidavits  must  clearly 


show  that  the  purport  and  object  of  the  mo- 
tion are  known  toand  sanctioned  by  tiie  clienL 
Dovics,  dem.,  Lowndee,  ten.  Page  808 

2.  It  is  no  objection  to  such  an  application, 
that  it  is  made  after  final  judgment      Ibid, 

AWARD. 
See  AaBiTaAMurr. 


BAILIFFS  FEES. 
See  SaimiFr. 

BANKER. 
Lien  of 

1.  The  general  lien  of  bankers  on  securities 
of  their  customers  deposited  with  them,  is 
part  of  the  law-merchant,  and  to  be  taken 
judkial  notice  of  as  such.  Branddo  v.  Bar- 
nett.  919 

2.  A.  bought  on  account  of  B.,  and  with  B.*s 
money,  certain  exchequer  bills,  which  A. 
deposited  in  a  box  that  he  kept  at  his  bank- 
ers', himself  retaining  the  key.  Whenever 
it  became  necessary  to  receive  the  interest 
on  the  exchequer  bills,  and  to  exchange 
them  for  new  ones,  A.  was  in  the  habit  of 
taking  them  out  of  the  box  and  giving  them 
to  the  bankers  for  that  purpose  (such  being 
the  usual  course  of  business) ;  which  being 
accomplished,  the  new  exchequer  bills 
were,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be, 
handed  over  to  and  locked  up  by  A.  in  tlie 
box,  the  amount  of  interest  received  by  the 
bankers  being  passed  to  the  credit  of  A.'s 
account.  The  exchequer  bills  themselves 
were  never  entered  to  A.'s  account,  nor  had 
the  bankers  any  notice  or  knowledge  that 
they  were  not  the  property  of  A.  himself. 

On  the  1st  of  December,  1836,  A.  took 
the  exchequer  bills  out  of  the  box,  and  de- 
Uvered  them  to  the  bankere^for  the  purpoee  of 
'  receiving  the  interett  and  exchanging  them  for 
new  one$.  The  bills  were  accordingly  ex- 
changed :  bnt  the  new  bills  (A.  being  ab- 
sent from  business  on  account  of  illness) 
remained  in  the  possession  of  the  bankers 
down  to  the  time  of  A.*s  failure,  on  the  23d 
of  January,  1837,  his  account  in  the  mean 
time  having  been  considerably  overdrawn: 
Jhtd,  in  an  action  at  the  suit  of  &,  the 
true  owner,  (reversing  the  judgment  of  &e 
Exchequer  Chamber,)  that  the  bankers  had 
no  lien  upon  these  exchequer  bills  for  the 
general  balance  due  to  them  from  A.,  al- 
though such  securities  are  transferable  by 
delivery;  the  circumstances  under  which 
they  came  to  their  hands  being  inconsist- 
ent with  the  exbtence  of  a  general  lien.  Ibid. 

BANKING  COMPANY. 
Scire  Faeiaa  to  charge  Membert, under  1  G.A.c  46. 
1.  The  fact  o£tL9eirefaeiaSj  to  charge  a  party  as 
a  member  of  a  banking  co-partnership,  tai- 
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tier  dw  T  6.  4,  c.  46,  s.  13,  hiiyiog  been  is- 
taod  without  leave  of  the  csourt,  in  •  ease 

-  ^irliertf  such  leave  is  neeessajy,  or  beh^  am- 
bigooofl  on  the  face  of  it,  is  a  mere  inregn- 
larity,  to  be  takt^n  advantage  of  on  motion, 
and  promptly.   JiieketU  v.  Sowhay.  Page  889 

2.  But,  where  the  writ  stated  tliat  A.  BL  and 

C.  D.  "toere  (U  the  time  of  the  judgment  and 
atiU  are'''  members  of  the  co-partnership, 
and  prayed  execution  against  them ;  and  the 
declaration  recited  a  ecire  fadas^  charging 
them  as  executrix  and  administrator  re- 
spectively of  persons  who  were  members 
at  the  time  of  their  empeetive  deaths^  (which 
took  place  before  the  judgment,)  and  pray- 
ing execution  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
the  deceased  in  the  hands  of  A.  K  and  C. 

D.  as  execuuix  and  administrator  to  be  ad- 
mioisteretl  y^Held^  that  this  misreoitai  was 
a  substantial  variance,  the  right  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  which  was  not  waived  by  the 
deiendants  in  the  edrefacioM  obtaining  or- 
ders ibr  time  to  plead.  Ibid. 

^  QutBref  whetlier  under  this  statute  recourse 
can  be  had  against  the  estates  of  deceased 
members  of  the  co-partnership.  Ibid. 

And  §ee  pAmnrtas,  ill. 

BANKRUPT. 
I.  Prot^of  Anmdiy. 

The  provision  in  7  &  8  Viot  o.  96,  s.  25 
that  every  sum  of  money  payable  by  way 
of  annuity  or  otherwise,  at  any  future  time 
or  dmes,  by  virtue  of  any  bond,  covenant,  or 
otlier  securities,  rtiall  be  deemed  and  taken 
to  be  debte,  within  the  meaning  of  the  d  & 
6  Vict  c.  110,  and  of  that  act,  is  not  retro- 
spective.    Thompmm  v.  Lack.  MO 

n.  CertificaU, 

1.  Diuharge  from  JEoamihoN.}— By  a  charter- 
party  entered  into  between  A.  and  B.,  it  was 
provided  diat  the  ship,  which  was  described 
to  be  of  the  burden  of  310  tons,  or  there- 
abouts, should  proceed  to  Ichaboe,  and  there 
receive  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  guano, 
(which  was  to  be  taken  to  the  ship's  boats 
at  die  merchant's  risk  and  expense,  the 
captain  to  render  all  possible  aid  with  his 
crew  in  rigging  stages,)  not  exceeding  what 
•he  could  reasonably  stow  and  cany,  and 
therewith  proceed  to  a  port  in  the  United 
Kingdom;  and  B.  a^eed  to  load  the  vessel, 
and  to  pay  freight  4L  I0t.per  ton,  and  5/.  per 
day  demurrage.  If  labourers  went  out  in 
the  vessel,  the  owner  to  be  allowed  Is.  per 
mmn  per  diem.  Penalty  for  breach,  ISOOt 
Should  the  vessel  arrive  on  or  before  a 
given  day,  B.  was  to  pay  502.  over  and 
above  the  specified  freight. 

An  action  having  been  brought  against 
B.,  in  April,  1845,  for  not  providing  a  cargo 
pursuant  to  the  charter-party,  jwlgmem  by 
deiaaUi  was  signed  on  the  1st  of  July,  ami, 


on  die  36t1i  cxf  November,  the  damages  wne 
asseswd  at  1644iL  St.  ML,  and  limil  judg- 
ment was  signed  on  the  8th  of  Dtceuibei. 

On  the  16th  of  May,  1845,  nfiat  inoed 
against  E,  under  which  he  obtained  his  cer- 
tifioata  on  the  22d  of  August,  subject  to  a 
■Bspenaion  of  six  months  fifom  the  6th  of 
July. 

BL  having  been  taken  upon  a  os.  so.  on  die 
3d  of  Febraary,  1846  >— 

Heltf,  Hiat  this  was  not  a  debt  or  demand 
provable  under  the /of,  and,  consequently, 
that  &  was  not  entitled  to  be  dieebaif^vd 
from  CBstody.  WhoOtjf  v.  Smith.  Ptige  610 
9.  Four  by  ReOMi  of  Gamuv.}— Upon  an  ap- 
plication  at  chambers,  under  the  5  &  6 
Vict  c.  123,  B.  42,  to  discharge  a  bankrupt 
who  has  obtained  his  certificate,  from  exe- 
cution for  a  demand  provable  under  the)(a<, 
it  is  competent  to  the  judge  to  receive  affi- 
davits to  show  tliat  the  oertiflcatB  is  ^'oid  by 
reason  of  gaming,  under  s.  38.  Cimk  r. 
SmAh,  982 

3.  In  such  a  ease,  the  eomi  has  no  ortgimr/ ju- 
risdietion.  JM, 

in.  Proceedings  on  Bond  gwen  under  1^2 
Vict.€.  110,  s.  8. 

1.  To  an  action  against  a  surety  upon  a  bond 
given  under  the  1  &  2  Vict  o.  110,  s.  8,  the 
defendant  pleaded,  that,  aAer  the  making 
of  the  bond,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  tlie  suit,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action 
against  the  principal  in  B.  R.,  and  recovered 
against  him,  and  issued  a  ro.  ga.  thereon, 
under  which  the  principal  was  taken ;  that 
the  latter  thereupon  caused  himself  to  bo 
brought  up  I^  haheae  eorpui  before  a  judge, 
«  who,  then,  and  befora  any  breach  of  die 
condition  of  the  bond,  and  before  die  time 
for  the  principal  rendering  himself  acconl- 
ing  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court  and  the 
said  condition  had  expired,  and  according 
to  die  practice  of  the  said  court,  committed 
him  to  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  in  exe- 
cution at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
said  judgment ;"  that  the  marshal  received 
and  kept  him  in  execurion  as  aforesaid,  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  of  the  said  court, 
until  and  after  the  return-day  of  the  ea.  m^ 
for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  hStheno, 
and  diat,  from  the  time  of  die  recovery  of 
the  said  judgment,  until  he  was  so  taken  un- 
der the  ea.  wa.^  the  principal  was  always 
ready  and  willing  to  render  himself  aooonl- 
ing  to  the  practice  of  die  court  and  the  saki 
condition,  and,  whilst  he  remained  in  custo- 
dy as  aforesaid,  was  ready  and  willing  to 
render  himself,  ond  would  have  rendered 
himself  accordingly,  byt  that  he  was  pre- 
vented  by  the  plaintiff  fVom  so  doing  in  man- 
ner aforesaid  >— 

Heid,  Uiat,  if  the  plea  was  to  be  regarded 
as  a  plea  of  performance^  it  was  bad,  for  aoc 
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siatuig  diittncdy  thst  die  principal  did  ren- 
der hjmielf  aoooiding  tt>  the  pmctioe  of  the 
oaurt;  and  that,  if  it  was  to  be  conadered 
as  a  plea  m  eapcHM,  it  was  equally  bad,  for 
not  distincdjr  alleging  that  the  act  of  tlie 
plaintiff  in  suing  out  the  co.  fo.  against  the 
principal,  made  it  impOMible  for  him  to  ren- 
der—the court  not  taking  judicial  nodce  that 
the  issuing  of  that  writ  was  any  impediment 
to  a  render.  Hayward  v.  BtmuU.  Page  404 
2.  That  the  court  allowed  an  additional  plea 
to  be  pleaded,  after  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff on  demurrer,  and  without  affidavit  of 
merits.    Ha\fwoard  v.  BetmtlL  418 

BARON  AND  FEME. 
See  HusBJLKD  akd  Wifi. 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS. 
Sealing. 

1.  Where  a  party  has  lost  the  benefit  of  a  bill 
of  exceptions  tendered  to  the  ruling  of  a 
judge  at  nisi  prius,  or  at  the  assizes,  by  the 
death  of  the  judge,  and  without  any  default 
on  his  own  part,  it  is  not  competent  to  an- 
other judge  of  the  court  out  of  which  the 
record  issues,  to  seal  the  bill  of  exceptions. 
Ikwtoti  V.  Boodle.  795 

2.  But,  in  such  a  case,  the  court  will,  where 
circumstances  warrant  it,  allow  the  party  to 
move  for  a  new  trial,  aldiough  the  time  fur 
so  doing  has  elapsed.  Ibid. 

jitui  me  Pbactics,  XL 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 
L  General  jSUegtUioti  of  Pretentment, 

1.  In  a  r^unt  by  endorsee  against  the  drawer 
of  a  bill  drawn  payable  in  London,  the  ve- 
nue being  laid  in  London,  a  general  allega- 
tion of  presentment  was  held  toljca  sufficient 
allegation  of  a  presentment  in  London,  since 
the  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  r.  8.  Boy- 
dell  V.  Harkneu.  1C8 

t.  Quare,  whether  the  defect  would  have  been 
uided  by  tlie  defendant's  pleading  over,  if 
the  venue  had  been  laid  elsewhere.      Ibid. 

II.  Omtssiofi  of  Chrutian  Nanm  of  Party. 

1.  A  count  on  a  bill  of  exchange— by  endor- 
see against  acceptor— alleged  that  **  one  I. 
B.  Doe,'*  on,  &c.,  nwUe  his  bill  of  exchange, 
&c.^The  court  refused  to  set  aside  as  frivo- 
lous a  demurrer  assigning  for  cause  that  the 
drawer  was  describe'*  in  the  count  by  the 
initials  of  his  Christian  name  only,  without 
alleging  any  excuse  .or  the  omission  of  his 
Christian  name,  or  Jiowing  that  he  was  so 
designated  in  the  bill.     Turner  r.Fia,   701 

2.  Semble,  that  the  a:iission  is  latal  on  special 
demurrer.  Jbid. 

III.  Covertwre  ef  Peiyee. 
To  a  count  against  the  maker  of  a  ptomiseory 
note,  he  pleaded,  in  bar,  that,  at  the  tim%  of 
making  the  note,  the  plaintiff  was  the  wife 
of  A.,  tliat  the  oonsideratloo  for  the  note  was  { 


the  loon  of  money  of  A.  advanced  by  tlie 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  without  A.'8  nti- 
thority  and  against  his  will,  that  tlie  plain- 
tiff took  tlie  note,  and  held  and  elill  holfh 
the  same,  widioat  the  authority  atkl  against 
the  will  of  A.,  and  diat  he  never  had  any 
property  in,  or  right  to,  the  note  i-^HeU^nn 
informal  plea  of  coverture.  Ouyard  v.  Sttt- 
lapi.  Page  lo3 

IV.  Rule  to  Compute-^See  Pbictice,  IV. 
jind  me  Pabthxbs,  II.  2,  3,  4. 

BOND. 
L  Madt  in  France^^-^ee  Plxasixs,  III.  2. 

n.  Staying  Proeeedingt. 
Staying  proceedings  in  debt  on  bond,  under  the 
4  &  5  Ann.  c.  10,  s.  13.   Robifison  v.  Broum.  S4 


CASE. 


I.  For  Negligence. 

1.  A  gas  company  incorporated  by  act  of  ]}nr- 
liainent,  with  the  usual  powers  to  take  up 
pavements,  kc,  for  the  purpose  of  laying 
down  and  repairing  mains,  pipes,  &c^  l^ml 
for  some  years  supplied  gas  to  a  house  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiff;  the  only  means  of 
shuttit;g  it  off  being  by  a  stop<x)ck  wufnn 
the  house,  the  key  of  which  was  kept  by 
the  occupier.  The  last  tenant,  on  quilling, 
gave  nodce  to  die  company  that  he  shouKk 
not  require  any  further  supply ;  and  one  of 
their  workmen,  at  bis  request,  removed  a 
cliandolier  from  one  of  the  rooms,  leaving 
the  end  of  the  pipe  properly  secured.  The 
internal  fittings  were  die  property  of  tlie 
plaintiff.  Whilst  the  house  remained  unh 
tenanted,  the  gas  by  some  unexplaincit 
means  escaped,  and  an  explosion  took  place, 
by  which  the  house  was  considerably  da- 
maged. 

In  ease  against  the  company,  alleging  a 
breach  of  duty  on  their  part  in  not  taking 
proper  means  lo  prevent  die  influx  of  ^lie 
gas  into  the  house,  the  judge  having,  upon 
the  above  facts,  directed  a  nonsuit,  the  court 
declined  lo  interfere.  Holden  v.  The  Liverpool 
New  Gas  Comg^ny.  ,   1 

2.  Negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  ^as 
hold  to  be  an  admissible  defence  under  the 
plea  of  iwt  guilty.  Ibid, 

3.  In  case  against  a  railway  company  for  fo 
negligently  managing  and  oonducUng  an 
engine,  that  certain  premises  of  the  plain- 
tiff adjoining  die  line  were  destroyed  by 
fire  emitted  front  the  engine,  evidence  is 
admissible  for  die  purpose  of  showing  tliat 
other  engines  belonging  to  the  company, 
upon  other  occasions,  in  passing  along  ;the 
line,  threw  sparks  of  ignited  matter  to  a 
sufficient  distance  to  reach  the  building  In 
qn«*kri<Mi     without  showing  tho  precise  pir- 

3F 
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einnstBDces  under  wbich  fhis  occurred. 
JPiggot  V.  Eattem  ComUia  RaUvtay  Com- 
pony.  Page  220 

4.  The  fact  of  premiiies  being  fired  by  ejiarks 
emitted  from  a  pauing  engine,  is  ftimd 
fadi  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  company,  rendering  it  incumbent  on 
diem  to  abow  that  aome  precautions  had 
been  adopted  by  them,  reasonably  calcu- 
lated to  prevent  such  accidents.  Ibid. 

IL  Far  Malkumt  JmtL 
111  case  for  maliciously,  and  without  reasona- 
ble or  probable  cause,  causing  the  plaintif 
to  be  arrested  on  a  capia$  under  the  statute 
1  &  2  Vict  c  110,  s.  3,  the  order  for  which 
.  had  been  obtained  upon  an  affidavit  iu)t 
fairly  disclosing  the  nature  of  the  contract, 
for  the  alleged  breach  of  which  the  defend- 
lints  wero  suing^-the  judge  having  stated, 
that,  in  his  opinion,  the  plaintiff  had  failed 
to  make  out  a  want  of  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause,  told  the  jury,  that,  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  a  verdict,  they  must  be  satisfied 
that  there  was  a  total  want  of  reasonable 
and  probable  cause,  and  that  the  defenf^^nts 
had  acted  with  malice  >— fTe/tf,  a  misdirec- 
tion.   Gihbom  V.  Jiiaan,  181 

CERTIFICATE. 
Set  Bahkbupt,  IL 

CHARTER-PARTY. 
See  BAKuiurr,  IL  1. 

CHRISTIAN  NAME. 
OmMon  of^-^Ste  Bills  ahd  Notes,  II. 

CHURCHWARDENS. 
Eledion  of. 
From  the  year  1648,  (the  earliest  period  of 
which  any  records  could  be  found,)  the 
parish  of  St  S.  W.,  in  the  city  of  London, 
had  been  governed  by  a  select  vestry,  com- 
posed of  the  rector  and  churchwardens, 
«nd  those  inhabitants  who  had  served  the 
office  of  churchwarden,  or  paid  a  fine  for 
not  serving.  Down  to  the  year  1734  (ex- 
cept in  two  or  three  instances,  and  between 
1667  and  1672,  when  the  affairs  of  the 
parish  were  deranged  by  the  great  fire  of 
London,)  the  course  had  been,  for  the  se- 
lect vestry  annually  to  choose,  ftom  anx>ng 
the  parishioners  at  large,  one  person  to  act 

^  as  junior  church  wo  rden,  who  at  the  end  of 
the  year  succeeded  to  the  office  of  senior 
churchwarden.  From  1734  to  1775,  no  re- 
cords of  the  parish  could  be  found.  And 
from  1775  to  1824,  the  same  course  had 
been  pursued,  except  in  four  instances. 
The  number  at  the  vestry  on  these  occa- 
sion^ was  sometimes  sixteen,  sometimes 
only  three. 

^-  Upon  a  special  case,  leaving  it  to  the 
court  to  draw  such  inferences  from  the  facts 
as  a  jury  would  be  warranted  in  drawing : — 


Hdd^  that  a  repeated  re^leetioii  ef  die 
same  person  to  the  office  of  senior  chnich 
warden,  without  any  necessity  ibr  y>  doing, 
was  in  violation  of  the  ctistom,  ami.  coose 
quently,  void.    Gt6te  v.  Fhi^     F^e  581 

COCONTRACTOR. 
Plea  of  Nonjoinder  of^See  PLXAnna,  L  2 

COLLIERY. 
See  Pabtkbrs,  L  3. 

COLOUR. 
See  Asaieirsx  or  RxTxmatOK,  3 

COMMITTEF^MAN. 
See  Etidxxcx,  IL 

CONCLUSION  OF  PLEA. 
See  Plxadixg,  I.  2 

CONDITION  PRECEDENT. 
See  Sbif-Bxokxr. 

CONSCIENCE,  COURT  OF 
See  Coi7BT  or  RxaixxsTS. 

CONSENT. 
&ie  SvxxoiTS. 

CONSIDERATION 
See  AeBxxHxiTT. 

CONSOLIDATION. 
Sm  Pbacticx,  YIIL  4,  5. 

CONTRACT. 

Coneiruetum  of. 

1.  A.  contracted  to  buy  of  B.  certain  cement, 
in  casks  and  bags,  at  a  given  price,  for  cask ; 
B.  agreeing  to  allow  A.  3f.  Qd.  for  each  cask, 
and  2s.  6(/.  for  each  bag,  that  sboold  be  re- 
turned perfect 

In  an  action  by  A.  against  R  lor  not  ac- 
cepting and  paying  for  the  casks  and  bags, 
the  declaration  averred  that  A.  duly  paid 
B.  for  the  said  cement,  and  for  the  casks  and 
bogs ;  and  that,  although  A.  was  ready  and 
willing,  and  tendered  and  ofiered,  to  return 
the  casks  ^nd  bags,  B.  refused  to  accept  or 
pay  for  thenu 

B.  pleaded  that  A.  did  not  duly  pay  R 
for  the  said  oement,  casks,  and  bags;  and 
that  A.  was  not  ready  and  willing  to  reinm 
the  casks  and  bags  to  &  within  a  leasooa 
ble  time  >— 

Hdd,  that  a  pajrment  of  the  price  of  the 
cement  by  A.  afier  an  action  brought  against 
him,  was  a  payment  according  to  the  con- 
tract, so  as  to  entitle  him  to  complain  of  a 
breach  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  R 
Ac^Mfi  V.  Patlriek  T^ 

2.  HM,  also,  that  A.  was  not  bound  to  prove 
that  he  was  ready  to  return  all  the  casks 
and  bags— the  allegatioa  being  in  this  re- 
spect divisible.  i^ 
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CONVETANCE  BY  MARRIED  WOMAN. 

SU  HVIBAXD  AVD  WiFB,  IIL 

COPYHOLDS. 
Not  within  the  statato  d9  G.  3,  o.  12,  s.  17. 
Dot  d.  Bmley  v.  Ftmter.  Fmgp  215 

Jind  «e  HusBAiTD  avd  Wifx,  IL 

COPYRIGHT. 
Dramatic  Work. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4, 
a  15, 8.  2,  for  penalties  for  the  repreflenta- 
tion  of  a  dramatic  piece  of  the  phunti/Ti  at 
a  "  place  of  dramatic  entertainment,"  with- 
out his  consent,  it  is  sufficient  to  describe  the 
oifence  in  the  wofds  of  the  act  Im  v. 
Sin^pmm,  871 

2.  An  introduction  to  a  pantomime,— that  is, 
the  only  writUn  part  of  the  entertainment,-— 
is  within  the  protection  of  the  act.        Ibid, 

3.  To  constitute  the  offtnce^  it  is  not  necessary 
to  show,  nor  need  the  declaration  aver,  that 
the  defendant  kmowingfy  invaded  the  plain- 
tiff's right  Ibid. 

And  get  Ybitvb. 

COST& 
h  In  an  Action  upon  a  Judgment, 
Upon  moving .  for  a  rule  for  costs  under  thf 
statute  43  G.  3,  c.  46,  s.  4,  in  an  action  upon 
a  judgment,  an  affidavit  showing  the  reason 
for  adopting  that  course  is  indispensable. 
lUifdl  V.  WitkarelL  321 

II.  Cy  Deimirrer— See  Pmacticx,  XII.  2,  3. 
lU.  Taxation  of. 

1.  Of  notice  of  Action.] — ^The  sum  endorsed 
on  the  writ  for  costs  was  2L  5s.  only.  On 
taxation  the  master  allowed  133t  12s.  2d. 
costs  in  respect  of  the  notice  of  action ;  the 
only  objection  urged  before  him  being,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any  costs 
incurred  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  no 
exception  being  taken  as  to  the  amount. 
The  allowance  of  costs  for  the  notice  of  ac- 
tion was  held  to  be  proper ;  and  the  court 
refused  to  enter  upon  the  question  of  amount 
Kent  V.  Th§  Qrtat  Western  Baihoay  Com- 
pany. 714 

2.  Afidamtt  on  Motion  for  a  Review.'] — ^Upon 
a  motion  to  review  a  taxation,  the  affidavits 
ought  distinctly  to  point  to  the  particular 
otoeotion,  and  to  show  that  the  attention  of 
the  officer  was  called  to  it  Per  Wilde,  C.  J^ 
in  Kent  v^  Thg  Great  Western  Railway  Com- 
pony.  724 

3.  Snlmatmoe  Money. }~~ln  an  action  for  breach 
of  a  charter-party,  the  trial  having  been  post- 
poned at  the  instance  of  the  defendants,  the 
plaintiff  detained  the  captain  of  the  vessel 
in  this  country  for  a  period  of  300  days, 
having  been  advised  by  coansel  that  he 
ccmld  not  safely  examine  him  under  the 
1  W.  4,  a  22,  the  defendants  having  inti- 
mated an  intention  to  call  witAesses  to  im- 


pugn his  conduct  >—Ae2r/,  that,  upon  taxation 
of  costs,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sub* 
sistence  money  for  the  wimess,  during  the 
whole  period  of  his  detention.  Evanf  v. 
Watwn.  Page  327 

IV.  Security  for  Cotter-See  brTXBPLXAOSB. 

COUNTY  COURT. 
Juritdietion  of 

1.  Tlie  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  is  ousted 
by  a  plea  or  cognisance,  setting  up  a  title  m 
the  freehold,  aldiough  no  issue  be  taken  on 
tliat  part  of  the  plea  or  cognisance.  Tinntt^ 
wood  V.  Pattiton.  243 

2.  Where,  therefore,  the  defendant  in  replevin 
made  cognisance  as  bailiff  of  A.,  alleging 
that  the  loeut  in  quo  was  the  freehold  of  A.^ 
and  tliat  he,  as  bailiff,  took  tlie  cattle,  &c.^ 
damage  feasant;  and  tlie  plaintiff  pleaded 
that  the  defendant  was  not  the  bailiff  of 
A.,  and  did  not,  as  such  bailiff,  take  the  cat- 
tle, &c. ;  and  issue  was  joined  on  this  plea  >— 
Held,  that  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  the 
county  court  were  coram  non  judice,  tind 
void.  Ibid, 

COURT. 
Style  of — See  JunexxXT. 

COURT  OF  REQUESTS. 
Form  of  Affidavit  on  Motion  for  Suggestion, 
23  G.  2,  c.  33,  s.  19.] — ^Upon  a  motion  for  m 
suggestion  under  the  Middlesex  court  oTre- 
quests  act,  (23  G.  2,  c.  33,  s.  19,)  the  defend- 
ant, in  his  affidavit,  described  himself  as 
*<c^  Na  51  Bedford  Row,  Holbom,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex  ;'*  and  alleged  tliat  lie, 
**  before  and  at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit.  Mras,  and  ever  since  had  been,  and  still 
was,  inhabiting  and  resident  in  Bedford  Rota 
aftneaid,  and  that  he,  for' and  during  all  that 
time,  had  been,  and  still  was,  liable  to  be 
summoned  to  the  court  of  requests  held  at 
Kingsgate  Street^  Holbom,  t^braaid,  and  thai 
the  cause  of*  action,  and  every  part  ther^^ 
arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
court:"— 

Held,  that  this  affidavit  did  not  an<^e^ 
with  sufficient  distincmess,  that  the  defend- 
ant resided  in  Bedlim)  Row,  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  or  that  the  court  of  requests 
held  at  Kingsgate  Street,  was  the  Middlesex 
court  of  requests.     Thome  v.  Jaekton.    6C1 

COVENANT 

By  indenmre,  dated  the  17th  of  Novembcri 
1845,  reciting  that  A.  was  indebted  to  B;  in 
lOOf.,  A.  assigned  to  B.  all  the  goods,  fix- 
tures, tools,  &C.,  which  then  were,  or  at  dnf 
time  during  the  continuance  of  that  security 
should  be,  in  and  upon  certain  premises,  to 
liave,  receive,  and  take  tlie  said  goods,  itc.^ 
thereby  assigned,  at  per  tehedule^  unto  B.  Ace. 
The  deed  contained  n  covenant  by  A.  fot 
payment  of  the  100/.  on  the  8th  of  Felfcil* 
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mt^y  184G : — JfUUI,  that,  in  aii  actioD  of  oore- 
i|ant  for  non-payinent  of  the  monflj,  &  was 
not  bounU  to  produce  die  scbednlec  IMnea 
%.  Htath.  Page  938 

COVERTURE. 
8k  Bills  aitd  NoTse»  III. 


CUSTOMS. 
Parochial^^Set  CBuacH'vrABDSNi. 


DAGUERREOTYPE. 
8m  Lkttkim  Patutt,  II. 

DECEIT. 
Pradiaed  on  the  Croum^  129,  n. 

DE  INJURIA. 
See  pLKADixe,  HI.  2. 

DEMURRER. 
L  Right  to  begin,  7G,  n. 
,    IL  Frioolou»-^8a  Bills  ahd  Notks,  IL 

DEPARTURE. 
See  AuieirxK  of  RxTSBsioiTf  3. 

DEVISE. 

L  ConatructiM^  of, 

I,  Eatatefir  Xi/e.]— Testator  devised  lands  to 
l|is  son  ior  life,  with  remainders  in  strict 
■  settlement  to  his  issue ;  remainder  to  testa- 
<  fur's  grandson  A.,  for  life,  remainder  in  strict 
-  settlement  to  his  issues;  ^and,  for  default 
,  cf.  such  issue,  then  to  the  use  of  my  giand- 
chiklren,  R,  C.^  D.,  and  E.,  (brothers  and 
'  sisters  of  my  grandson  A.,)  if  they  shall 
«  teppen  to  be  living  at  the  time  of  his 
>    decease,  for  their  Uves  and  the  life  of  tlie 

•  survivor  of  them,  to  take  as  tenants  in 
}  tpromon,  and  not  as  joint^tcnants ;  and, 
t  liom  and  after  their  several  deceases,  and 
.  li»e  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the 
,    said  B.,  C  D.,  and. £.,  to  the  use  of  the  first 

and  all  and  every  the  son  and  sons  of  the 
.  I|&ly  and  bodies  of  my  said  grandchildren, 
.'   severally  and  successively  and  in  remain- 

*  4«r,  one  aAer  another,  as  diey  and  every 
I   sf  them  shall  be  in  priority  of  birth  and  se- 

s^ority  of  age,  and  of  the  several  and  re- 
t  q>ective  heirs  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  all 

and  every  such  son  and  sons  issuing,  the 

elder  ot  such  sons,  and  the  heirs  of  his 
^.  l|ody,  being  always  preferred  and  to  take 
,   liefore  the  yoMnger  of  them  and  the  heirs 

^his  and  their  body  and  bodies,  to  take  as 
.  tenants  in  con^mon,  and  not  as  joint-tenants ; 
.  mfidy  for  want  or  in.defoult  of  such  issue,  to 
^   ^  and  evejy  the  daughter  and  daughters 

i|f  the  lour  grandchildren,  in  like  manner : 
'  •^and,  in  case  either  of  my  said  grandchil- 
\  dzen  B,  C.  D.,  and  E^  ahali  happen  to  die, 
.,  leaving  no  issue  behind  him,  her,  or  them, 


iben  niy  w3i  ami  mwnri^g  tt,  that  all  aid  skfr 
gular  the  pfeiiii«ef  beteia  lastly  devised, 
shall  go  and  remain  to  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  to 
be  begotten,  in  atwiwur  aformaid^  and,  oa 
fiiiliure  of  issue  of  either  of  their  bsdiet 
lawfully  begotteni  then  I  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  the  same  premises  to  the  use  of 
the  children  of  my  brothers  F.  and  G." 
&c. 

The  testator*s  gmndsoa  C.  sarvived  hit 
brothers  and  sistess,  and  entered  into  po0- 
session ;  tha  testator  s  son,  and  his  graodno 
A.,  having  both  died  witliout  istnie  >— 

HiUy  that  C.  took  an  estate  Ibr  life  only: 
the  e^ct  of  these  woid»— t  sbaH  go  and 
remain  to  the  survivor  of  then,  and  ihe 
heits  of  his  or  her  body  lawfiilly  to  be  b^ 
gotten  in  memner  o^SMsairf,"  being,  to  bring 
the  lands^  in  the  event  to  which  the  claose 
in  which  they  were  fimnd  applied,  within 
the  preceding  clause,  which  gave  life  es- 
tates to  Ae  grandchildren,  with  remainden 
in  tail  to  their  sons  and  daughters;  and 
there  being  no  other  part  of  the  will  io 
which  the  words  of  reference,  **  in  manner 
albreeaid,  could  be  applied.**  Doe  d.  HWafl 
V.  WoodalL  Pkige  349 

2.  JSitate  in  Fee.y^A^  by  a  yariW  (executed 
before  the  1st  of  January,  1838,)  devised 
as  follows  >—^  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my 
son  B.  my  niotcfy  </  the  homu  he  nam  keet  is, 
and  all  my  personal  property  in  his  keep- 
ing :'* — Hdi,  that  &  look  the  raoiety  of  the 
house  tn/ee.    Door,  Fowcett,  274 

n.  J^ppoititment  6y  Wife  dwing  Covalmt    Sm 
HVSBAHA  AX9  Win,  IL 

DISSOLUTION. 
Cf  Parimr$kqf-^See  PAaTVBBS,  IIL 

DRAMATIC  COPYRIGHT. 
•      See  CejpTBieKT. 


EJECTMEPTT. 
I.  l*orni  of  DodaratkeL 
The  court  refused  to  grant  even  a  rule  nin  ftr 
judgment  against  the  casual  ejector,  where 
the  ix>tice  at  the  foot  of  the  deelaratioa  re- 
quired the  tenant  to  appe^  «*ob  the  first 
day*'  of  the  term,  instead  of  in  the  term 
generally.    Doe  d,  ftcrCsn  v.  J^  007 

IL  Senriee  of  DeelaraHon. 

Service  of  a  declaration  and  notico  upon  the 

tenant,  by  showing  him  the  came,  eff  the 

premieee,  and  attempting  to  serve  him  viih 

a  copy,  and  to  explain  the  same  to  hiro,  and 

subsequently  leaving  a  copy  with  a  servaut 

of  the  tenant  on  the  premises,  and  pxplsiB- 

ing  it  to  him:^HM,  sufficient     Dee  d. 

Hepe  V.  Boe,  770 

ESTATE. 

Seat  iKssiuM,  51,  ^st). 
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ESTOPPEL. 

Whether  created  by  the  acceptance  of  iK)sses- 
»on  ftom  a  Icwor,  or  by  the  acceptance  of 
a  demise  by  indenture^— determined  by  the 
cetser  or  expiration  of  tlie  estate  of  the  le»- 
sor,  occurring  subsequently  to  tlie  creation 
of  tlie  estoppel.  Page  224,  (c) 

ESTOVERS.  51,  (*). 

EVICTION. 
&e  Lavambs  AitB  TxvAirr,  IL 

EVIDENCE. 

I  Competency  of  Wiittm  under  6^1  Vict.cB5, 

In  an  action  by  a  ship-broker  lor  commission 
for  procuring  the  execution  of  a  charter,  a 
witness  called  ibr  the  plainiifi^  stated,  on 
the  iwtr  dtriy  that  he  had  introduced  the 
owner  to  the  brcAer ;  that  he  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  negotiation,  and  had  no 
claim  oil  the  owner;  but  that  he  expected, 
pursuant  to  arrangement,  and  to  tlie  custom 
amongst  brokers,  to  receive  half  the  amount 
of  the  commission  the  plaintiff  might  reco- 
ver in  this  action : — Held,  that  the  wimess 
was  not  a  necessary  or  proper  party  to  be 
made  a  co-plaintiff,  nor  a  person  **  in  whose 
immediate  or  individual  behalf"  the  action 
was  brought,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  with- 
in the  proviso  in  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  85,  and 
consequently  that  he  was  made  a  competent 
wimess  by  that  statute.    HiU  v.  Kitcking,  229 

II.  Proof  of  HandurrUmg. 
To  prove  that  the  defendant,  "J.  S.,  of  B. 
woolstapler,"  wrote  a  letter  authorizing  the 
secretary  of  a  projected  railway  company 
to  insert  his  name  in  the  list  of  committee- 
men, a  witness  was  called,  who  stated  that 
he  knew  a  **  J.  S.  of  R,  a  woolstapler,"  and 
that  the  letter  pioducecl,  and.bearing  the  B. 
post-mark,  was  his  handwriting:  the  wit- 
ness further  stating  that  he  knew  another 
"J.  S.  of  BV'  also  a  woobtapler^-Srm6/«, 
that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury, 
to  identify  J.  S.,  the  committee-man,  with 
J.  S^  the  i)arty  sued.     Barker  v.  SUad,   04G 

III  Proof  of  Notice  to  a  Third  Party. 
E  and  C.  became  jointly  and  severally  bound 
to  A.  as  sureties  for  D.,  with  a  condition  for 
the  bond  to  be  void,  if  B.  and  C,  or  either 
of  them,  should,  within  one  calendar  month 
next  after  notice  given  to  tliem  of  D.'s  de- 
fault, pay  any  balance  tlint  might  be  due 
from  D.  to  A.,  not  exceeding  a  given  sum. 
In  debt  by  A.  against  the  executors  of  B. 
the  issue  was,  whether  or  not  due  notice  of 
D.*s  default  had  been  given  to  the  defendants 
and  to  C: — 

Heldy  that,  in  order  to  prove  notice  of  C, 
it  was  not  enough  to  produce  a  duplicate, 
with  proof  that  tlie  notice  had  been  sent  by 
VOL.  m.  78 


post,  properly  addressed,  to  C;  but  that  A. 
was  bound  to  produce  the  original  notice, 
or  to  accoom  for  its  absence.  JMnheon  v. 
Brown:  Page  754 

IV.  Jtgreement  in  Writing. 
In  debt  ibr  use  and  occupation,  one  of  tlie 
plaintiff's  witnesses,  on  cmss-examinotion, 
said  tliat  he  had  heard /rom  the  plaintiff^ $ 
attorney,  that  tliere  was  an  agreement  in 
writing>— /felt/,  that  this  was  no  evidence 
of  the  existence  of  «n  agreement,  so  as  to 
render  its  proituction  by  tlie  plaintiff  neces- 
sary.    Wateon  v.  King,  608 

And  tee  Cotxitaht. 

V.  Rental  in  Deed. 
Am  by  a  deed,  in  which  it  was  recited  tliat  he 
was  seise<l  in  fee,  mortgaged  to  B.  in  fee. 
Endorsed  on  this  deed  was  a  memorandum, 
signetl  by  C— »Mhat,  by  an  indenture  of 
surcharge,  bearing  dnte,  &c.,  the  within  pre- 
mises were  charged  by  me,  the  purchater  of 
the  equity  of  redemption  thereof  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  further  sum  of  325^.  and  inte< 
rest  :"'— 

Held,  that  diis  amounted  to  an  admission 
by  C.  that  he  came  in  under  A.,  and  that  he 
was  tlierefbre  bound  by  the  recital  that  bound 
A.     Doe  d.  Gaisford  v.  S:one.  176 

EXCEPTION. 
See  GnAirr. 

EXCEPTIONS,  BILL  OF. 
See  PnACTicx,  XI. 

EXCHEQUER  BILLS. 
See  Bavkxb. 

EXCUSE. 
Pka  in — See  BAitKBurr,  III.  1. 

EXECUTORS. 
See  Bamkibo  Compabt,  3. 


FACTOR. 
See  Pbibcifal  abb  Factob. 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 
See  Tbxspass,  L 

FALSE  JUDGMENT. 
See  CoUBTT  CotrBT. 

FEME  COVERT. 
See  Bills  abb  Notss,  III. 

HUSBABB  ABB  WuTB. 

FIRE. 
See  Case,  I.  3.  4. 

FORCIBLE  ENTRY. 
See  AssisBSs  or  Rstibsiov,  3. 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 
In  assumpsit  on  a  judgment  or  decree  of  tba 
•  Tribunal  of  Commerce  at  Brussels,  the  dd- 
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fendant  pleaded,  that  he  wu  not  at  amy  tunt 
served  with  any  procees  issuing  out  of  that 
court,  at  tlie  suit  of  the  plaintij9*s,  for  the 
causes  of  action  upon  which  tlie  said  judg- 
nent  or  decree  was  obtaineti,  nor  had  he 
jU  any  time  notice  of  any  tueh  proetat,  nor  did 
he  appear  in  the  said  court  to  answer  the 
plaintilfs  >— 

Heidf  bad,  inasmuch  as  the  plea  did  not 
show  that  the  prcceedings  against  the  de- 
fendant in  the  Belgian  court  were  so  con- 
ducted as  to  deprive  the  defendant  of  the 
opportunity  of  defending  himself  therein. 
JUynoldt  y.  Fenton.  Page  187 

FOREIGN  LAW. 
See  PLXASiva,  IIL  2. 

FORMEIX)N,  50  (m). 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 
&ie  Railway  Shabbs,  1. 

FRENCH  LAW. 
See  pLiADiva,  III.  2. 

FRIVOLOUS  DEMURRER. 
See  Bills  avd  Nims»  IL 


GAMING. 
See  BAKKBvrr,  IL  2. 

GRANT. 

Ctmetrudion  of. 
I.  In  trespass  lor  breaking  and  entering  the 
closes  of  A.,  (the  plaintifi*,)  it  was  pleaded 
that  B.,  (the  defendant,)  being  seised  in  fee 
of  the  closes,  aud  of  the  manor  of  M., 
whereof  the  closes  were  parcel,  demised 
the  closes  to  C.  for  ninety-nine  years; 
and  that,  aAerwairls,  by  indenture  made 
between  B.  of  the  one  part,  and  C.  of 
the  other  part,  C.  granted  to  the  defend- 
ant the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to  pursue, 
kill,  and  take  all  birds  of  warren  at  any 
time  during  the  term  in  and  upon  the  closes, 
together  with  free  liberty  to  enter  the  closes, 
and  therein  to  pursue,  kill,  and  take  the 
birds  of  warren  in  and  upon  the  same,  at 
any  time,  at  his  free  will  and  pleasure ;  and 
so  justified  entering  upon  the  closes  for  the 
purpose  of  pursuing  therein  birds  of  war- 
ren. A.  craved  oyer  of  the  indenture,  and 
demurred  to  the  plea.  The  indenture  ap- 
peared to  be  a  demise  of  the  closes  by  B. 
to  C,  <*  except,  and  always  reserved  out  of 
that  demise  unto  B.,  &c.,  all  timber  trees, 
&c.,  and  also  except  and  reserved  all  royal- 
tiee  whatsoever  to  the  premises  belonging 
or  in  any  wise  appertaining :"— 

Semble,  that  this  clause  created  an  excep- 
tion or  reservation,  and  was  not  properly 
pleadable  as  a  fraitf.    Pmtndiy.MUl  025 


But,  held,  that,  at  all  events,  it  did  ocM 
amount  to  a  grant  by  C.  of  a  liberty  to  & 
to  enter  upon  the  closes  for  the  purpose  of 
pursuing,  killing,  and  taking  lirds  of  war- 
ren.  Uid. 


HABEAS  CORPUa 

To  entitle  a  prisoner  to  a  writ  of  habeae  to 
bring  him  up  to  be  present  on  the  argument 
of  a  rule  in  which  he  is  interested,  he  must  * 
satisfy  the  coiut  tliat  substantial  justice  can- 
not be  done  without  his  presence.  Clark  v. 
Smith.  Page  964 

HANDWRITING. 
Proof  of— See  EviDXKca,  H 

HULL  STOCK  EXCHANGE. 
BuUe  of-See  Mo5kt  Pais,  L 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
I.  Plea  of  Cooertmre. 
Coots  on.]— Where  a  married  woman  obtains 
a  verdict  upon  a  plea  of  coverture  pleaded 
by  her  in  person,  she  is  entitled  to  a  taxa- 
tion of  her  costs  out  of  pocket  Jtadby  v. 
Fargnharmm.  347 

IL  Exeention  tf  Power  of  Jppointmtnt  by  the 
Wife  during  eooerture. 

1.  A.  being  seised  of  copyhold  hinds,  in  con- 
templation of  her  marriage  with  B^  rarreo- 
dered  the  same,  to  the  intent  that  the  toid 
might  regrant  tlie  same  to  the  use  of  A.  un- 
til the  solemnization  of  the  marriage :  and, 
from  and  after  the  marriage,  to  the  use  of 
B.  for  life ;  and,  aAer  his  decease,  to  A.  and 
her  assigns  for  life ;  and,  after  her  decease, 
to  the  use  of  such  child  and  children  of  the 
body  of  A.  by  B.  to  be  begotten,  and  for 
such  estate,  &£.,  charged  with  any  sum  or 
sums  for  any  other  of  their  children,  as  A 
should  by  deed  or  will  limit,  devise,  or  ap- 
point, &C.,  and,  in  default  of  appointment, 
to  the  use  of  all  the  children  of  the  mu' 
riage,  in  equal  shares ;  and,  in  defoult  or 
failure  of  such  children,  then,  ftom  and  after 
the  decease  of  B^  to  the  use  of  A.,  her  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever. 

The  marriage  took  place,  and  two  sons 
having  been  bom.  A.,  by  a  will,  referring 
to  the  power,  gave,  devised,  and  appointed 
tlie  premises  to  her  eldest  son  C,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  from  and  after  the  de> 
cease  of  B^  upon  condition  tliat  he  sbouki 
pay  to  his  brother  D.,  tlie  second  son,  200JL 
within  one  year  after  tlie  decease  of  B,  or 
in  D.  attaining  tlie  age  of  twentyone.  The 
will  then  proceeded— <*  but,  in  case  it  shall 
happen  that  neither  of  my  sons  afofe«aid 
shall  be  living  at  the  decease  of  R,  then  I 
do  give,  devise,  direct,  and  i^y^mnC,  the  said 
copyhold  messuage,  &c.,  unto  £^  (the  iatber 
of  E,)  his  heirs  and  assigns^''  in  trust  for  salfli 
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Subsequently  to  the  date  of  the  will,  there 
Vfsre  four  other  children  born  of  the  raar- 
ii:ige.  A.  died  without  altering  her  will. 
C.  and  D.  died  before  their  father,  R>— 

Heldj  tliat  the  appointment  by  A.  was  not 
yoid  by  reason  of  its  having  been  made  by 
her  during  coverture,  notwithstanding  the 
original  surrender  contained  no  express  dis- 
pensatk>n  with  the  disability  arising  from 
coverture.  Doe  cL  Bhmfield  v.  Eyre.  Page  557 
2.  But,  held,  that  the  appointment  was  void, 
by  reason  of  the  subsequent  limitation  to 
£L,  the  grandfather ;  for,  that  thn  estate  or 
interest  given  to  C,  the  son,  by  the  former 
part  of  the  will,  was  not  less  subject  to  be 
defeated  in  consequence  of  the  giO  over 
being  to  a  person  incapable  of  taking,  than 
if  it  had  been  to  a  person  who  was  proper- 
ly an  object  of  the  power.  Ibid, 

in.  ComwyaiKe  by  Married  Woman^  wider  3  Sf 

4  W.  4,  c.  74. 

1.  ^uband  a  Lunatic.] — ^Upon  a  motion  on  the 
part  of  a  married  woman,  under  3  &  4  W.  4, 
c.  74,  8.  91,  to  convey  her  interest  in  pro- 
perty without  tlie  concurrence  of  her  hus- 
band, on  the  ground  that  he  is  of  unsound 
mind,  the  affidavit  must  show  in  distinct 
terms,  or  by  necessary  inference,  tliat  the 
husband  is  lunatic  at  the  time  of  the  applitO' 
turn.     In  re  Jane  Turner,  166 

2.  Huiband  abroad.] — The  court  refused,  in 
1847,  to  dispense  with  the  concurrence  of  a 
husband,  under  tlie  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  s.  0 1, 
upon  an  affidavit  merely  stating  tliat  he  en- 
tered a  government  steamer  in  January, 
1844,  and  that  the  last  the  wife  had  heard 
of  him,  was,  that  in  January,  1845,  he  was 
on  board  another  government  steamer  at 
New  Zealand.     Ex  parte  Gibnore.  967 

3.  Form  of  Conveyanre.] — The  court  will  not 
sanction  a  particular  form  of  conveyance  by 
a  married  woman,  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4, 
c.  74,  s.  91.    In  re  WoodaVL,  639 

IMMATERIAL  ISSUES. 

Su  PXACTICX,  XII.  1. 

INNUENDO. 

&ie  AXXKDMXHT,  I. 

INSOLVENT  DEBTOR. 

Effttt  of  Final  Order  under  7  4r  8  Viet.  c.  96, 

f.  22. 

A  final  order,  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  96,  s.  22, 
for  the  protection  of  an  insolvent  from  be- 
ing taken  or  detained  under  any  process  in 
respect  of  a  debt  included  in  his  schedule, 
cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar ;  such  order  being 
a  mere  personal  protection,  and  that  statute 
containing  no  provision  equivalent  to  the 
tentli  section  of  the  5  &  6  VicL  c.  116. 
Toomer  v.  Gingell.  322 


INSPECTION  OF  JOCUMENTS. 
Sep  Pkacticx,  IIL 

INSURANCE. 
See  Lirx  Assurak cb. 

INTEREST. 
See  Stavf,  II. 

INTERPLEADER. 
I.  Sheriff'M  Rule. 

1.  Goods  seized  by  tlie  sheriff  under  iifl.fa. 
against  A.,  out  of  the  court  of  Ezcheque 
were  claimed  by  B.,  to  whom  they  were  re 
stored  upon  the  establishment  of  her  right 
upon  an  issue  directed,  at  the  sheriff^s  in- 
stance, under  the  interpleader  act  B.  after- 
wards brought  Irespau  against  the  sheriffybr 
breaking  and  entering  Her  houaey  on  the  occasion 
of  the  seizure. — ^This  court  refused  to  stay  tlie 
proceedings — holding  the  relief  and  protec- 
tion afforded  to  the  sheriff  by  the  1  &  2  W.  4, 
c.  58,  s.  6,  to  be  confined  to  disputed  claims 
to  the  goode  seized,  or  to  tlieir  proceeds. 
HoUier  v.  LoMrie.  Page  334 

2.  And,  sem62e,  that,  if  the  proceeding  in  this 
court  were  a  violation  of  the  interpleader 
order,  tlie  application  for  relief  should  have 
been  made  to  the  court  in  which  the  inter- 
pleader look  place.  Ibid, 

II.  Security  for  Coete, 
The  sheriff  being  in  possession  of  the  goods 
of  B.  under  a  Jt.fa,  at  the  suit  of  A.,  who 
was  resident  in  Scotland,  a  fat  in  bank- 
mptcy  issued  against  R,  and  his  assignees 
claimed  the  goods.  Upon  an  application 
by  the  sheriff  under  the  interpleader  act,  a 
judge  at  chambers  made  an  order  directing 
an  issue,  in  which  the  assignees  were  to  be 
plaintiffs,  and  A.,  the  execution-creditor,  de- 
fendant, and  ordering  that  security  for  costs 
should  not  be  required: — ^Tho  court  amended 
tlie  order,  by  striking  out  these  latter  words, 
and  directed  that  A.  should  give  security 
for  costs.     WilHams  v.  CrosHng.  957 

IRREGULARITY. 
See  Practici,  VIL  VIII. 
Rblbass. 


JOINT-CONTRACTORS. 
See  PRACTICK,  Vin.  4,  5. 

JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 

IMibilities  of  Directors  and  Committetmen, 

1.  In  1837  several  parties  associated  together 
to  form  a  joint-stock  company,  engaged 
ofBces,  clerks,  fee,  and  circulated  prospec- 
tuses containing  the  name  of  the  defendant 
as  a  director.  The  defendant  attended 
meetings  and  received  summonses,  from 
October,  1837,  to  March,  1838,  but  ceased 
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to  attend  the  one  and  receive  the  other 
after  that  time,  t)iough  tlie  company  con- 
tinued lo  meet  till  March,  1839.  On  the 
31st  July,  1838.  an  act  parsed,  forming  and 
regulating  tlie  k  ompany,  in  which  the  de- 
iendant  and  several  other  parties,  and  all 
other  persons  who  should  take  shares,  were 
united  into  a  company.  In  a  deed  prepared 
from  instructions  given  in  November,  1837, 
the  defendants  name  was  set  forth  as  a 
director,  and  a  seal  placed  on  the  deed  for 
bis  signature;  but  he  never  executed  the 
deed. 

On  the  Gth  of  November,  1843,  judgment 
in  an  action  commenced  on  the  15th  April, 
1840,  was  signed  against  the  secretary  of 
tlie  conipnny,  upon  which  judgment  a  §rire 
facioM  quart  exteuiiomm  non  issued  against 
the  defendant ; — 

Held^  on  a  special  case,  under  which  the 
cnun  were  at  liberty  to  draw  such  inferences 
as  a  jury  oup:ht  to  have  drawn,  that  the  fore- 
going facts  did  not  sufficiently  show  that  the 
defendant  M'as  a  member  of  the  company 
at  the  time  when  the  judgment  was  ob- 
tained. Scott  V.  Berkeley.  Page  025 
2.  One  who  merely  assents  to  his  name  being 
published  in  a  list  of  a  provisional  commit- 
tee of  a  projected  railway  company,  does 
not  thereby  impliedly  authorize  the  secrela- 
TYy  or  any  one  else,  to  pledge  his  credit  for 
goods  supplied  to,  or  work  done  ibr,  tlie 
company.     Barker  v.  Siead,  940 

JUDGMENT. 
I.  Entering. 
The  defendant  having  obtained  judgment 
upon  demurrers  to  two  pleas,  each  going  to 
the  whole  cause  of  action,  an<l  there  remain- 
ing issues  of  fact  untried — the  court  rcfu.*ted 
to  compel  the  defendant  to  enter  a  general 
judgment  of  nil  capiat  per  6r«»,  in  order  thai 
the  plaintiff  might  bring  a  writ  of  error, 
without  going  down  to  trial  upon  the  issues 
of  fact.     Ihnton  v.  Jtcramau.  737 

.^ncf  iee  Paacticb,  XIII. 

IL  Proof  ofy  on  AW  tiel  Record. 

In  debt  on  a  judgment,  the  declaration  alleged 
tliatthe  plaintilfrecovered  a  judgmentagainst 
the  defendant  <>  in  tlie  court  of  our  lady  tlie 
queen,  of  Her  Bench  here  at  Westminster, 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex."  The  defend- 
ant pleaded  "  that  there  was  not  any  record 
of  the  said  supix>sed  recovery  remaining  in 
tht  taid  court  of  out  lady  the  queen  before 
tlie  queen  herself  at  Westminster,  (named 
in  the  declaration  the  court  of  our  Imly  the 
queen  of  Her  Bench  at  Westminster,)  in 
manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration 
alleged.-'  The  plaintiff  replied, "  that  there 
was  such  a  record  of  the  said  recovery  re- 
maining in  the  said  court  of  our  lady  the 
queen  of  Her  Bench  here,  in  manner  and 


form  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  the  said  decla- 
ration  above  alleged  :'*— 

Held  J  that  the  plaintiff  proved  the  affirmap 
five  of  the  issue,  by  the  production  of  a  i^ 
cord  of  a  judgment  recovered  in  tki»  court. 
Bradley  v.  Gray.  Page  726 

HI.  Cflitt  m  wldtM  of»— &e  Cosn,  L 

IV.  Nunc  pro  Csmm— &(  PmAcmcx,  XIIL 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
I.  Notice  to  Quit. 

1.  Tlie  only  evidence  of  the  terms  on  which 
apartments  were  hired  consistetl  of  the  fol- 
lowing receipt, — "  Received  of  P.  L.  C.  one 
hundred  and  twenty-six  pounds,  for  rent  of 
furnished  house  from  the  8th  of  May  to  the 
let  of  August  instant  '—end  a  correspond- 
ence about  the  return  of  the  key: — Held, 
that  the  jury  were  warranted  in  inferring 
that  tlie  hiring  was  weekly,  and  not  quaf- 
terly.     Towne  v.  Campbell  9-21 

2.  SembUj  per  0>ltman,  J.,  that,  if  the  hiring 
had  been  quarterly,  a  quarter's  notice  would 
have  been  necessary.  OidL 

3.  Qvofir,  whether  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
of  a  contract  or  usage  requiring  ncmce  to 
quit,  a  notice  is  necessary  to  determine  a 
weekly  hiring  of  furnished  apartments.  Jbid. 

4.  By  a  memorandum  of  agreement  dated 
the  23d  of  June,  1842,  made  between  A., 
as  agent  for  and  on  belialf  of  the  church- 
wardens of  tlie  parish  of  St.  M.,  (not  nam- 
ing them,)  of  the  one  part,  and  B.  of  the 
other  part,  it  was  agreed  (provided  a  license 
could  be  obtained  from  the  lord  of  the  ma 
nor,  and  upon  B.  putting  the  premises  into 
repair)  that  the  churchwanlens  should  grant 
a  lease  to  B.  for  twenty-one  years  from  Mid- 
summer-day then  next,  under  the  clc^r 
yearly  rent  of  30/.;  such  lease  to  contain 
covenants  for  payment  of  rent  and  taxes, 
and  to  repair,  insure,  not  to  commit  waste, 
&c.,  and  all  other  usual  and  proper  cove- 
nants, &c.;  and  B.  agreed  to  accept  such 
lease,  and  execute  a  counterpart,  &c.,  and 
that,  until  such  lease  and  counterpart  should 
be  granted,  the  said  yearly  rent  should  bf» 
payable  and  recoverable  by  distress  or  oUiei^ 
wise,  in  like  manner  as  if  such  lease  and 
counterpart  had  been  executed  >— 

Held^  that  the  tenancy  thereby  created— 
whether  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  (which 
tlie  court  thought  it  was,)  or  a  tenancy  at 
will— was  properly  put  an  end  to  by  a  no- 
tice to  quit  and  deliver  up  possession,  given 
by  persons  acting  as  agents  for  C.  and  P., 
who  were  churchwardens  at  the  time  the 
agreement  was  made  and  B.  let  into  poesee* 
sion ;  iiotw  ithstanding  the  notice  purported 
also  to  have  l)een  given  on  behalf  of  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  in  oflice  wbeL 
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the  nodee  was  served,  and  did  not  state  to 
whom  the  pouession  was  to  be  delivered  up. 
Dot  <L  BaiUy  v.  FotUr.  Page  215 

IL  Emetkn. 

k  .  1841,  B.  agreeil  to  let  to  A.  for  eight  years 
ind  a  quarter,  certain  premises,  "subject  to 
the  same  conditions  as  were  mentioned  in 
the  memorandum  nnder  which  B.  held  of 
C.:"  and  it  was  further  agreed,  that,  "if  C. 
was  willing  to  accept  A.  as  tenant  instead 
of  B.,  A.  was  willing  to  take  the  remainder 
of  the  lease  or  memorandum  from  C,  and 
become  his  tenant*' 

It  appeared  that  C.  was  tenant  to  D.,  and 
that,  C/s  term  expiring  at  Christmas,  1844, 
D.  brought  pjsctment,  and  turned  A.  out  on 
tlie  7th  of  February,  1845. 

In  an  action  by  A.  against  &  for  this  evic- 
tion, the  declaration,  after  setting  out  the 
agreement  and  mutual  promises,  alleged, 
that  B.  undertook  and  promised  A.  that  he 
sliouUl  and  might  "quietly  use, occupy,  and 
enjoy  the  premises  for  the  term  for  which 
B.  had  so  agreed  to  let  them  as  aforesaid :" — 

Hdd^  that  no  such  promise  could  be  im- 
plied from  tlie  contract  set  out  in  the  decla- 
ration ;  tlic  contract  being  subject  to  condi- 
tions, the  nature  of  which  was  not  disclosed. 
MetteiU  V.  Beynoldi,  104 


IIL  Quid  Efifoyment. 
Qware  whether  a  contract  fnr  quiet  enjoyment 
can  bo  implied  by  law  from  a  mere  agree- 
ment  to  let.    MeteetU  v.  BeynoUa,  104 

LETTERS-PATENT. 

I.  Naoelly  of  iHvetUion, 
Where  letters-patent  were  granted  for  improve- 
ments in  apparatus  for  tlie  manufacture  of 
certain  chemical  substances,  and  the  jury 
found  that  the  apparatus  was  not  new,  but 
that  the  pati^ntee's  mode  of  connecting  the 
parts  of  that  apparatus  was  new,  the  court 
directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant  upon  an  issue  taken  upon  the  no- 
velty of  the  invention.    Gamble  v.  Kurtz.  425 

II.  Who  a  *^true  and  fret  Inventor'^   within 
21  Ja£.  1,  e.  3. 

1.  A  patent  granted  to  a  British  subject,  in  his 
own  name,  for  an  invention  communicated 
to  him  by  a  foreigner,  the  subject  of  a  state 
in  amity  with  this  coimtry,  is  not  void,  al- 
though such  patent  be  in  truth  taken  out, 
and  held  by  the  grantee,  in  trust  for  such 
foreigner.    Beard  v.  Egerion.  07 

2.  In  such  case,  the  grantee  is  tlie  true  and 
first  inventor  within  this  realm,  witliin  the 
statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  3.  Ibid 

).  In  case  for  an  alleged  infringement  of  a  pa- 
tent so  granted,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that, 
by  an  agreement  made  in  France,  between 
the  original  inventor  and  the  King  of  the 
French,  the  former,  for  the  considerations 


therein  mentioned,  assigned  tlie  invention 
to  the  French  government,  and  that,  by  vir- 
tue of  that  agreement,  and  by  tlie  laws  of 
France,  the  invention  became  vested  in  the 
King  of  the  French  in  right  of  his  crota-n, 
who  thereby  became  entitled,  by  the  laws 
of  France,  to  vend  and  publish  the  iuvni 
tion,  as  well  in  that  country  ns  in  Great  Bri 
tain  and  Ireland,  and  in  any  other  conntr/ 
or  place  where  he  should  think  fit,  wiihoiit 
any  license  from  the  inventor — eO!ic!u(li:'.;', 
"  wherefore  the  said  letters-patent  wero  nit* 
are  void,"  &c.  >— ffeitf,  that  Uie  plea  wa.H  b;i.\j^ 
in  substance,  inustnuch  as  it  contained  r.o 
denial  of  die  allegittion  that  the  pntentot^ 
was  the  true  and  first  inventor  within  (]:is 
realm,  which  is  all  that  id  necessary  to  snrH 
tain  tlie  validity  of  the  letters-patent,  in  re- 
spect  of  the  granting  thereof.      Beard  v. 
Egerton,  Page  07 

III.  Effect  of  a  previous  Sale  of  tJu  Ltvenlion 

abroad. 

1.  Held  diat  tlie  circumstance  of  the  original 
inventor  having,  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
parted  with  liis  interest  in  the  discovery  to 
a  person  in  France,  was  no  bar  to  his  rigl:t 
to  take  out  a  patent  for  the  same  invention 
in  this  country.     Beard  v.  EgerSon.  07 

2.  A  further  plea  contained  an  additional  alle- 
gation tliat  die  King  of  the  Frencli  had 
openly  published  and  made  known  the  in- 
vention, and  manner  of  performing  tho 
same,  to  the  people  of  France,  for  the  uso 
and  benefit  of  that  people,  and  of  all  other 
nations  and  people  in  the  world,  as  a  free 

'  gift  and  benefaction  for  the  benefit  of  nil 
mankind,  without  limitation  or  restriction ; 
whereby,  according  to  the  laws  of  France, 
the  defendants  became  and  were  entitlefl  to 
use,  exercise,  and  vend  the  said  invention 
in  any  country  or  place,  at  their  free  will 
and  pleasure,  without  the  leave  or  licetiso 
or  hindrance  of  the  original  inventor.  &c.:— * 
Heldf  that  this  plea  afforded  no  answer  to 
the  action.  loid, 

IV.  TUU  of  Specipcaiion. 
The  title  descril^ed  the  patent  to  be  for  "  a  new 
or  improved  methoil  of  obtaining  the  spoiv 
taneous  reproduction  of  all  the  images  re- 
ceived in  the  focus  of  the  camera  obscura  •/*— 
Held^  that  this  was  sufficiently  precise  an. I 
certain.     Beard  v.  Egerton.  07 

V.  jhtigmnent  to  Tnuieesfor  Crediton. 

A  imtent  is  not  avoided  by  an  assignment  to 

trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  cf 

the  patentee,  exceeding  twelve  in  number. 

M^Jlpine  v.  MangnaU.  490 

LIBEL. 

I  RepUaUHmtoaPleatmderCir^  Ttd.  r.  06. «.  3. 
.  By  the  late  libel  act,  6  &  7  Vict  c.  OCi,  s.  9,  a 
d<>fpndant  may  plead  that  the  libel  was  ia- 
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•eited  in  a  newspaper  without  actual  malice, 
snd  without  gross  negligence ;  and  tliat  he 
inserted  a  full  apology;  and  may  pay  mo- 
ney into  court  by  way  of  amends:  and  the 
clause  further  enacts  **  that,  to  such  plea  to 
Buch  action,  it  shall  be  competent  to  the 
plaintiff  to  reply  generally,  denying  the 
whole  of  such  plea :" — Hdd^  that,  under  that 
section,  a  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  deny  the 
whole,  or  any  part  of  such  plea;  and  that 
li  replication  which  admitted  that  the  libel 
was  inserted  in  a  newspaper,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  money  into  court,  and  traversed  the 
insertion  of  the  libel  without  actual  malice, 
and  without  gross  negligence,  and  the  sufB* 
triency  of  the  money  paid  into  court  as 
Amends,  was  good.  Chadwick  v.  Hera^ 
path.  Page  885 

LIEN. 
Ste  Baxkxb. 

PaiirciPAL  Airn  Factob,  3. 

LIFE  ASSURANCE. 

Death  by  Suicide, 

A.  effected  a  policy  on  his  own  life,  subject, 
amongst  others,  to  the  following  condi- 
tions:— ^that  the  policy  should  become  void, 
if  the  assured  should  die  on  the  high  seas, 
or  should  go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe, 
or  enter  the  military  or  naval  service,  ex- 
cept with  the  permission  of  the  assurers— 
and  that  "  every  policy  effected  by  a  person 
on  his  or  her  own  life  should  be  void,  if 
BUch  person  should  commit  ndcide,  or  die  by 
duelling  or  the  hands  of  justice." 

A.  died  in  consequence  of  having  volun- 
tarily, and  for  the  puqxMe  of  killing  himself, 
taken  sulphuric  acid,  but  under  circum- 
stances tending  to  show  that  he  was  at  the 
time  of  unsound  mind. 

In  an  action  by  the  administratrix  of  A. 
upon  the  policy,  the  defendants  pleaded  that 
A.  did  commit  naddt^  whereby  the  policy 
became  void;  and  at  the  trial  the  judge 
directed  the  jury,  ^  that,  in  order  to  find  the 
issue  for  the  defendants,  it  was  necessary 
that  they,  the  jury,  should  be  satisfied  that 
A.  died  by  his  own  voluntary  act,  being  then 
able  to  distingimh  between  right  and  wrongs 
and  to  appreciate  the  naiure  and  quality  of  the 
ad  thaJt  he  teas  doings  to  at  to  be  a  retpaktible 
moral  agent;  that  the  burden  of  proof,  as  to 
his  dying  by  his  own  voluntary  act,  was  on 
the  defendants ;  but,  that  being  established, 
tlie  jury  must  assume  that  he  was  of  sane 
mind,  and  a  responsible  moral  agent,  unless 
the  contrary  should  appear  in  evidence  :*' — 

/feU,  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions,  that  this 
direction  was  erroneous ;  for,  that  the  terms 
of  the  condition  included  all  acts  of  volun- 
tary self-destruction,  and,  therefore,  that  if 
A.  voluntarily  killed  himself,  it  was  imma- 
terial whethei  he  was  or  M-as  not  at  the 


time  a  rerponsible  moral  agent  dimnhtnti 
tut  Pollock,  C.  E,  and  Wightman,  J.  Clip 
V.  Schwabe.  Page  437 

UVERPOOL  GAS  COMPANY. 
See  Casx,  L 

LOCAL  COURT. 
See  CouxTT  Court. 
CouBT  or  Rxavxsn. 


MALICR 
See  LiBXL. 

MALICIOUS  ARREST. 
See  Casx,  IL 

MATERIAL  EVIDENCE. 
See  Vxsrux. 

MEMORANDA. 

Opening  uf  the  court  to  the  Bar  genemlly.  537 
Order  of  moving  on  the  last  day  of  term.  538 
Obituary  and  promotions.  538,  539 

MISDIRECTION. 
See  Lirx  Assumavcx. 

MODUS. 
See  TiTHXB. 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 
&ie  NoTicK,  L 
PLXADiire,  IIL 

MONEY  PAID. 
Where  maintainalfU, 

1.  A.,  a  share-broker,  on  the  28th  of  July, 
1845,  contracted  to  sell  to  &  certain  railway 
shares  belonging  to  C.  The  scrip  baring 
been  sent  to  the  company's  office  for  regis- 
tration, and  A.  being  consequently  unable  to 
deliver  the  shares,  B.,  on  the  23d  of  Septem- 
ber, purchased  other  shares  at  an  advanced 
price,  and  claimed  the  difference  from  A. 
A.  accordingly  paid  him  tlie  amount,  ailer 
notice  from  C.  not  to  do  so— one  of  the  nilra 
of  the  Hull  stock  exchange,  of  which  A. 
and  B.  were  both  members,  declaring  bio- 
kers  to  be  personally  responsible  for  the  ful- 
filment of  their  respective  eontiacts  witli 
each  otlier--«nd  claimed  to  be  recouped 
the  same  by  C,  as  money  paid  to  his  vet. 
The  price  of  the  shares  had  not  been  offered 
to  C,  nor  had  any  transfer  been  tendered  to 
him  for  execution  >— 

HM^  that  the  action  was  not  maintaina- 
ble.   Bowlby  v.  BeH  2M 

2.  And  held,  that  a  letter  from  C.  to  A.  requir* 
ing  all  further  communication  lo  be  ad- 
dresse<l  to  his  solicitors,  did  not  dbpen^e 
with  the  necessity  of  such  tend-*-.        Hid 
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NEGUGENCE. 
&eCiiB,I. 

LiBXL. 

NEW  TRUL. 
See  Bill  or  Excirrio^rs,  2. 

NEWSPAPER. 
See  LiBSL. 

NON  ASSUMPSIT. 
See  PLBADiire,  I.  1. 

NOTICE. 
I.  Of  jietioH, 
Bjf  a  railway  act  it  was  enacted,  that  no  action 
should  be  brought  for  any  thing  done  or 
omitted  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act, 
or  in  the  execution  of  the  powers  or  autho- 
rities given  by  the  act,  unless  twenty  days- 
previous  notice  in  writing  should  be  given. 
The  company  having,  contrary  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act,  made  excessive  charges  for 
the  carriage  of  goods,  and  claimed  and  re- 
ceived the  amount  of  such  charges  from  the 
plaintiff: — Held,  that,  in  an  action  for  mo- 
ney had  and  received,  brought  to  recover 
back  the  sums  so  extorted,  the  company 
were  entitled  to  a  notice  of  action.  Kent  v. 
Greai  WeeUm  Railway  Company.  Page  714 

U.  0/  Trial— See  Pbacticx.  X. 

IlL  Of  Proceedingt  in  Foreign  Court — See  Fo- 
mxieir  Judoxxbt. 

IV.    2b  ffctf— -&e  Lahdlobd  abd  Tsbabt,  I. 

NUL  TIEL  RECORD. 
See  JusexBBT,  II. 

NUNC  PRO  TUNC. 
See  Pbacticx,  XIIL 


ORDER  OF  REFERENCE. 
See  ABBirBAXxBT,  L 


PANTOMIME. 

&ie  CoFTBIffHT. 

PARISH  LANDS. 
The  statute  59  G.  3,  c.  ^,  s.  17,  does  not  apply 
to  copyholds.    Doe  d,  BaUty  v.  Fotter,    215 

PARLIA3fENT. 

-icftim  agakut  RdMrmng   Offutr  far  rtfuamg 

Vou, 

I.  In  case  against  a  returning  officer,  for  refus- 
ing to  admit  the  plaintiff's  vote  at  an  elec- 
tion of  a  borough  member,  tfa«  Ifrst  ooan^— 
after  stating  the  writ  and  precept  for  the 
election — alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
burgess,  that  his  name  was  on  the  register 
of  voters,  that  he  tendered  his  vote  for  one 
of  the  candidates,  and  answered  in  the  affir- 
mative the  questions  authorized  by  the  0  & 


7  Yjct  e.  18,  s.  81,  to  be  put  by  the  return- 
ing officer,  and  was  ready  and  offered'  to 
take  the  oath  prescribed  by  s.  82 ;  but  thai 
the  defendant,  being  returning  ofiicer.  wrongs 
fully<,  frauduUntly^  and  yfilfvUy  iniendmg  to 
ugure  the  pUdntiffj  and  to  hinder  and  disap- 
point him  of  his  privilege  of  and  in  th« 
premises,  refused  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to 
give  his  vote,  or  allow  the  same  to  be  en- 
tered and  recorded,  and  a  burgess  wa^ 
elected,  the  plaintiff  being  so  excluded  frooi , 
giving  his  vote.  To  this  connt,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  btir- 
gess  of  the  borough  duly  qualified  or  entitled 
to  vote  in  or  at  the  election  therein  men- 
tioned >— AsfcC,  that  the  plea  was  bad  for  am- 
biguity.   Pryee  v.  Bekher,  Page  58 

2.  The  second  count— after  stating  the  writ 
and  precept,  and  tliat  the  plaintiff  was  a 
burgess,  and  on  the  register— proceeded  to 
allege  that  he  tendered  his  vote  for  one  of 
the  candidates;  that  it  was  the  duty  of  tho 
defendant,  so  being  such  returning  officcti 
to  allow  such  vote  to  be  entered  and  re- 

. corded  and  cast  up  in  the  poll-books;  that 
he  was  requested  so  to  do;  but  that  he,  con- 
triving ami  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  and 
wi^uUy  and  maUdoutly  intending  to  it^'ure  aiid 
damn^  the  pUwniiff^  and  to  hinder  and  dis- 
appoint and  deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of 
his  right  and  privilege  aforesaid,  instead  of 
entering  and  recording  the  plaintiff's  vote  in 
the  poll-books,  to  tlie  end  and  intent  afore- 
said, refused  so  to  receive  the  same,  or  to 
admit  and  allow  the  same  to  be  entered  and 
recorded  to  the  end  and  intent  aforesaid ; 
but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  caused  the  vote 
of  the  plaintiff  to  be  entered  in  the  oohmui 
of  vofss  tendered  in  the  poll-books,  and  attlie 
close  of  the  poll  refused  to  reckon,  include, 
and  cast  up,  and  did  nor  reckon,  &C.,  tho 
plaintiff's  vote  among  the  votes  given  for 
that  candidate ;  wherehy  the  plaintiff  was  <!»> 
prived  of  the  benefit  of  his  right  to  vote  at 
that  election  >—&mMr,  that  the  ooiint  dis- 
closed a  primA  facie  cause  of  action.      lbid» 

3.  The  third  count— ^(ler  stating  the  writ  and 
precept,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  burgess  and 
on  the  .register,  and  that  he  tendered  his 
vote— alleged  that  it  was  the  duty  of  tha 
defendant,  as  returning  oflfoer,  to  enter  the 
vote  on  the  poll-books  witbont  entering  info 
or  allowing  n  scrutiny ;  bat  that  the  defend 
ant,  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving 
and   wrongfully^  fi^uduknily,  vriJ^^y^  and 

',,  maUdously  inUneUng  to  Vftjure  and  damnify 
'  thepkunt^t  and  to  delay  him  in  the  ex<*r 
cise  of  his  privilege  of  voting,  and  deprive 
him  of  the  benefit  of  his  said  privilege, 
wrongfully  ordered  and  alfowed  a  scrutiny 
to  be  hold  with  regard  to  the  plaintifTs  vofe^ 
and  his  right  and  qualification  to  vote,  and 
wrongfully  took  upon  himself  to  adjudge  and 
determinci  at  and  afVer  such  scrutiny  so  of* 
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dered  and  allowed)  that  the  plaintiB*  was 
tiot  entiiknl  to  give^  and  had  no  qualUiCR- 
tSoD  enabling  biin  to  pve,  ki:»  voce  at  that 
election;  ttherely  the  plainriirwas  delayed, 

.  hindered,  and  obstructed  in  t)ie  exercise  of 
kii  said  privilege  of  voting,  and  a  burgess 
wns  elected  for  that  parliament,  the  plain- 
fitf's  vote  lieing  so  hindered  and  obstructed, 
Ice: — IJtld,  that  dus  count  also  disclosed  a^n- 
ma  fade  cause  of  action— inasmuch  as  it  was 
postible  that  the  delay  arising  froin  the  hold- 
ing of  a  scrutiny,  (which  is  prohibited  by 
tlie  G  &  7  Victc.  18,  s.  82,)  might  have  bml 

:  the  eflect  of  preventing  die  plaintiff  from 
exercising  his  right  of  voting ;  and,  if  fo, 
that  the  action  would  be  maintainable,  die' 
act  of  the  defendant  being  wrongful,  and 
having  caused  a  particular  damage  to  the 
plaintifil    Pryre  v.  Belcher,  Pago  58 

4.  Held,  also,  diat  the  wonls  subsequent  to  the 
per  quod  amounted  to  an  averment  of  mat- 
ter of  fact,  and  were  rM>t  mere  matter  of  le- 
gal itderence  from  Uie  preceding  allega- 
tions. Ibid. 
PARTICULARS. 
Of  i)onafMf— &t  Pbacticx,  IL 

PARTNERS. 
I.  WhtU  amttUutta  a  Portnership. 
1.  One  who  takes  a  share  of  the  profite,  as 
suoli,  of  a  trading  ooneern,  thereby  becomes 
a  partner  as  to  third  persons,  on  the  ground 
of  diose  profits  forming  a  portion  of  die 
fund  upon  which  cre<Iitors  have  a  right  to 
rely  (or  payment    Poit  v.  EyUm.  32 

7-  Yet  tha  receipt  of  a  percentage  upon  die 
gross  amount  of  sales  made  to  certain  cus- 
tomers, by  the  person  who  recommended 
auch  customers,  does  not  constitute  him  a 
imrtner  as  against  third  persons.  Ibid. 

f.  A.,  who  was  concerned  in  a  colliery,  in  the 
year  1830,  built  imd  stocked  a  general  shop 
in  iu  neighbourhood,  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
plying goods  to  the  workpeople,  placing  B. 
there  to  conduct  the  business ;  A.  receiving 
ibr  his  own  use  7.  per  em/,  uf ion  die  amount 

,  of  the  gross  sales  made  to  the  miners;  and 
B.  taking  all  the  rest  of  the  profits  of  the 
ooneern,  from  whatever  source .  derived. 
A.'s  name  appeared  over  the  shop-door, 
and  in  the  excise  licenses;  and,  down  to 
Ibe  year  1S34,  all  the  goods  snpplied  to  the 
shop  were  purchiised  and  paid  for  by  or  in 
the  name  of  A.  In  diat  year,  it  was  agreed 
between  A.  and  H^  that  die  latter  should 
thenceforward  buy  all  the  goods  that  were 
required  for  the  shop,  and  that  the  former 
ahculd  receive  only  5  per  cent,  v\ion.  the 
aomount  of  sales  to  die  miners.  After  this 
new  arrangement  had  been  come  to,  B., 
who  had  sevexai  other  chops,  opened  an 
account  with  a  bank  at  Holywell,  and  on 
the  failure  of  the  bank  in  1839,  there  was  a 
Balance  due  to  die  bankers  on  that  account 


exceeding  2000&  There  was  no  evidence 
to  show  that  credit  was  in  fact  given  to  A. 
by  the  bank,  or  diat  they  were  aware  that 
his  name  had  been  placed  over  die  shop- 
door,  or  that  they  supposed  him  to  be  a  part- 
ner at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted. 

In  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  the  bank- 
ers against  A.  and  &,  to  recover  the  balance 
the  jury  having  negatived  the  existence  of  an 
actual  partnership  between  A.  and  B.,or  thnt 
A.  had,  with  his  own  permission,  been  held 
out  as  a  partner,  the  cimrt  refused  to  disturb 
die  verdict     PoU  ▼.  EfftoH.  Page  32 

4.  A.,  die  proprietor  of  a  newspaper,  agreed 
to  sell  all  the  plant  of  die  oflice  to  BL  ibr 
1500/^  to  be  paid,  with  interest,  by  instai* 
ments  running  over  the  penod  nf  sc*ven 
years,  A.  undertaking  to  guaranty  tu  R.  during 
the  seven  years,  the  clear  yearly  protlt  of  1 50iL 
over  and  above  the  annual  payments  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest :  and  B.,  in  consideration  of 
such  guarantee,  agreed  to  pay  aU  svcA  swr- 
pluM  profile  to  A,  wntU  tuch  turpiut  prcfiie 
thould  amotmt  to  500/.,  if  they  shoald  amount 
to  that  sum,  during  the  seven  years ;  and 
that,  if  such  surplus  profits  shotiki.  during 
the  seven  years,  amount  to  500/.,  then  R 
should  pay,— over  and  above  the  pnrcha^se- 
money  and  interest,  and  the  500/.. — ^the  ex- 
isting liabilities  of  the  newspaper,  not  ex- 
ceeding 250/.  :^ 

Heidy  diat  A.  was  liable,  as  a  (jquasi)  part- 
ner, for  the  price  of  goods  supplied  to  &  s 
order  for  the  use  of  the  news^'apcr.  B  r- 
ry  V.  KeebawL  6'11 

II.  Jhilhorify  of  Partner, 

1.  One  parmer  has  no  implied  authority  to 
consent  to  an  order  for  judgment  in  an  ac- 
tion against  himself  and  his  co-partner. 
Hambidge  v.  De  la  Crou^.  742 

2.  In  an  acdon  against  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  upon 
a  promissory  note  signed  hy  A.  B.  in  the 
names  of  himself  and  C.  D.,  it  appeare<l 
diat  the  business  in  respect  of  which  the 
note  was  given,  had  formerly  been  carrieil 
on  by  C.  V„  and  tliat  C.  D.  had  admitted 
that  she  was  a  partner  5 — Htld,  that  a  circular 
issued  by  A.  B.,  stating  diat  **  the  business 
would  in  future  be  carrioil  on  in  die  name 
of  B.  and  D.,"  was  admissible  in  evidence, 
though  not  distinctly  brought  home  to  C.  D. 
Norton  v.  Seymour,  79:2 

3.  Held  also,  that  a  signnnire  of  the  note  by 
the  names  and  surnames  of  the  respective 
parties,  was  a  sufficient  signature  to  chaige 
the  partnership.  Jtnd, 

4.  Quirt,  whether  in  the  absence  of  a  special 
authority,  one  parmer  can  bind  another  hy 
a  signature  other  than  that  of  the  usual 
style.  Jhid, 

in.  Notice  of  DisaobdioH. 

A.,  B.<  C  and  D.,  who  carried  on  bnsineM  on 
dor  die  Hrra  of  G.,  P.,  &'Co.,  in  1840  o}iened 
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an  aeeoant  widi  a  iMuiking  compnny,  es- 
tabliahed  under  die  7  6.  4,  c.  46,  1  & 
2  YicL  c.  96,  and  5  &  6  Viet  c.  85.  In 
1842,  A.  retired  from  the  firm,  but  thia  fact 
was  not  advertiaed  in  the  London  Gazette, 
nor  waa  any  alteration  made  in  the  pais- 
book>— 

Mtldi  that  the  mere  Act  of  D.,  one  of  the 
firm  of  G.,  P.,  &  Co^  being  alto  a  dkwctar 
of  the  banking  company,  (but  having  as 
such  no  share  in  the  management  of  or 
interference  in  the  banking  aooounta,)  did 
not  amount  to  notice^— actual  or  oonatrao- 
tiye^— to  the  bank,  of  the  ditaolotion,  so  as 
to  discharge  A.  in  respect  of  a  debt  subse- 
quently accruing;  a  banking  company  so 
.  establJahed,  differing  in  this  respect  ftom  an 
ordinary  trading  partnership.     Powla  v. 

Pagi,  Page  16 

PATENT. 
8m  LarrsBs-PATssT. 

PAUPER 
PCni  of  lUkaM  bf, 

2.  A  pauper  plaintiff  haying,  behind  the  back 
of  his  attorney,  and  under  circumstances 
showing  a  desire  on  his  part  to  deprive  him 
of  his  costs,  agreed  with  the  defendants  in 
an  action  ibr  unliquidated  damages,  to  exe- 
cote  a  release,  and  the  defendants  having 
pleaded  such  release  ymi  damm  flonttan- 
owo  the  court,  at  the  instance  of  the  attor- 
ney, set  it  aside*     Wright  v.  Bwrrvughn,  344 

2.  The  plea  was  delivered  on  the  22d  of  April : 
the  motion  to  set  it  aside  was  not  made  nn- 
til  the  8tb  of  June  >->i&^  not  too  late,  it 
not  being  a  mere  irregularity.  Ibid, 

PAYMENT. 
Sk  CoarraACT,  1. 

PENALTY. 
Sk  AaaiTSAXxiTT,  IL  1. 

PERFORMANCE. 
PUa  i/-~See  BAHKauPT,  IIL  1. 

PLEADING. 

I.  ASSVMPSIT. 

1.  Pka  a$nomUing  to  Nan  jhnmgmL 
To  a  count  upon  a  contract  by  the  defendant 
to  receive  a  certain  quantity  of  wool  from 
the  plaintiff]}  at  a  certain  price,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded,  that,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
contract,  the  plaintiff  produced  a  sample, 
and  promised  the  defendant  that  the  bulk 
was  equal  in  quality  and  description  there- 
to, but  tliat  the  wool  when  tendered  was 
'  Ibund  to  be  of  inferior  quality,  wherefore 
the  defendant  refosed  to  accept  it  >— 

HtUf  that  the  plea  was  not  bad,  on  spe- 
cial demurrer,  as  amounting  to  non  assump- 
sit, inasmuch  as  the  contract  therein  set  op 
was  net  necessarily  mcompatible  with  the 
eootract  declared  on.  flinwl'iag  ▼.  Dut- 
•IM.  831 


2.  Nonrjuinder  of  Co-trndfodar. 

A  plea  in  abatement,  for  the  non-joinder  of  a 

co<x>ntnictor,  which  prays  judgment  of  tbo 

deAtnUion  only,  is  informal ;  it  ought  to  pray 

judgment  of  the  writ  and  declaration,     Wtat' 

V.  Da  Jnga,  Page  910 


VOL.  m. 


79 


II.  Cask. 

1.  What  admmibU  under  **Noi  guiUy^'^Ste 

Cask,  L  2. 

2.  For  LiM    Sm  Libbl. 

a  For  Maiieioui  Arrttt-Sat  CAfx,  IL 
4.  Far  NegiigaieO''''Sm  Cask,  L 

IIL  Debt. 
1.  Jiceord  and  Satufadion, 
Special  Reputation^  tkamng  th§  NulHty  ofy^Ux 
debt  for  money  had  and  received,  &c^  the 
defendant  pleaded,  that,  aAer  the  accruing 
of  the  debts  and  causes  of  action,  the  de- 
fendant executed  a  deed,  securing  to  the 
plaintiff  a  certain  annuity,  and  tliat  the 
plaintiff  then  accepted  and  received  d:e 
same  of  and  from  the  defendant  in  full  sat- 
isfaction and  discharge  of  all  the  said  sev^ 
ral  debts  and  causes  of  action. 

The  plaintiff  replied,  that  no  memorirJ 
of  the  annuity  deed  was  enrolled  pursuart 
to  the  statute;  that,  the  annuity  being  ia 
arrear,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  amount  of  the  arrears ;  tliat  the 
defendant  pleaded  in  bar  of  that  action  the 
non-enrolment  of  the  memorial;  and  that 
thereupon  the  plaintiff  elected  and  agreed 
tliat  the  indenture  should  be  null  and  void, 
as  pleaded  by  the  defendant,  and  discon- 
tinued the  action  >— 

Heldf  a  good  answer  to  the  plea,  inasmuch 
as  it  showed  that  the  accord  and  satisfaction 
thereby  set  up  had  been  rendered  nugatory 
and  unavailing  by  the  act  of  the  defendant 
himseUl     Tumtr  v.  Browne,  107 

2.  Foreign  Law, 
1.  To  debt  on  bond  the  defendant  pleaded-^ 
that  the  bond  was  executed  by  him  in 
France,  where  he  was  then  domiciled ;  that 
it  was  not  taken  or  passed  by  any  public 
officer  authorized  by  the  laws  of  that  king- 
dom, nor  was  it  written  throughout  by  the 
hand  of  the  defendant;  that,  though  the 
defendant  signed  the  bond  with  his  own 
hand,  he  did  not  write  thereon  with  his  pro- 
per hand  the  formula  styled  in  the  French 
tongue  a  **  bon^^  or  "  approavi^'*  bearing  in 
words  at  length  the  sum  secured,  nor  was 
the  defendant  at  the  time  a  merchant  or 
tradesman,  &c.;  concluding  that,  •*  by  reason 
of  the  premises  the  bond,  by  the  laws  of 
France,  never  was  nor  is  obligatory  or  bind- 
ing on  the  defendant,  but  always  was  and 
is  of  no  force,  effect,  or  validity  :*' — 

HdA,  that  the  plen  was  bad,  as  being  a 
mere  argumentative  and  inferential  siMe- 
mnnt  of  the  French  law;  which,  being 
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pleadable  only  ns  matter  of  fact,  ought  to 
have  been  distinctly  and  aflirmatively  al- 
leged. Benham  v.  Tht  Earl  of  Morrnng- 
Km.  Page  133 

2.  Qiuere,  whether,  supposing  it  to  have  been 

well  pleaded,  the  whole  of  the  allegations 

therein  might  have  been  put  in  issue  by  de 

injuria  f  Itid. 

IV.  QUABX  IxrBDiT. 

Rula  of  Hilary,  4  W,  4. 

Inapplicable  to  qvare  impedi^^TeUon  r.  Tkt 
hishop  of  Caride.  41 

V.  Trespass 
Juttificalum  on  Suipicion  of  Felonff,    Set  Taxa- 

VASS,  IlL 

VL  Tbotxb. 
Former  Rteovery-^Set  Tbotxb. 

VII.  Pabticulab  Poiirrt. 

1.  Jtccord  and  Satisfaction — ^^nte^  III.  1. 

2.  MUgaHonof  Fraud — Set  Pabuamxbt,  1,2, 3. 

3.  Jlmbiguity^-Sce  Pabliaxkbtt,  1. 

4.  Colour^^Ste  Assienxx  or  Rxtxbsion,  3. 

5.  Condumon  of  Law-^See  Pabliaxxrt,  4. 

6.  Coverture — See  Bills  abd  Notxs,  III. 

7.  De  Jnjuria-^nte,  III.  2. 

8.  Departure — See  Assianxx  of  Rxtbbsiob,  3. 
0.  Felony,  Sutpiekm  of—See  TaxsFAas,  IIL 

10.  Foreign  Lauy-^nity  III.  2. 

1 1.  Former  Recooerf — See  Tbotxb. 

12.  Frauds  JUegation  of— See  Pabuaxxbt,  1, 

2,3. 

^'rivolout  Demurrti^—See  Biua  ahd  Norxa- 
II.;  Pbacticx.  V. 

14.  Libel — Set  Libxl. 

15.  Maliciout  Arreet—Ste  Casx  IL 
IC.  Neghgenee—See  Casx,  I. 

17.  Aon  Jtum/qfsit—jSnti,  I.  1. 

18.  Nonjoinder  of  Co^ontractor-^-^nUt  L  2. 

19.  Kot  guilty  m  Cam—See  Casx,  I.  2. 

20.  Performance  or   Excuu-^See  Babbbvpt, 

III  1. 

21.  ReUau  jntiM  darrein  ContimunueSee  Rx- 

LXASX. 

22.  Repleader — See  Pbacticb,  XIL  1. 

POSTEA. 
Sm  Pbacticx,  XIIL 

PRACTICE. 

TTOeetm, 

Writ  of  Summone.] — ^A  writ  of  summons  de- 
scribing a  public  company,  as  **  now  or  late 
carrying  on  business  in  King-William  Street, 
in  the  city  of  London,"  was  served  upon  a 
director  at  Bamet,  in  Middlesex  ^-Hcitf,  that 
both  writ  and  service  were  irregular.  Pil- 
hrow  v.  PHhromt  jStmoepheric  Railway  Com- 
pany, 730 
.Auf  see  16  M.  &  W.  438. 

IL  Particukre  of  Demamd. 
Wjmv  of:\ — ^A  defendant,  who  has  obtained 
an  order  for  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  de- 
niBiidt  with  B  Slay  of  prooeediDgs  ontii  they 


are  delivered,  may  waive  the  delivery  of 

such  particulars,  and  plead  or  demur  to  the 
declaration.    Maunder  v.  Colktt,    Page  554 

in.  Intpedum  of  Doeumente, 
In  an  action  by  the  secretary  against  a  provi- 
sional eommittee-manofaprqjected  railway 
company,  for  arrears  of  salary,  a  judge  at 
chambers  ordered  that  die  def^idant  should 
be  at  liberty  to  inspect,  and  take  copies 
from,  the  minute-book  of  the  company,  coo* 
taining  resolutions  of  the  manairing  com- 
mittee, referred  to  in  the  plaintiff^s  particQ- 
)ar  of  demand,  as  the  foundation  of  his 
claim.  The  court  refused  to  rescind  the 
order,  the  plaintiff  ixit  satiAftetorily  showing 
that  it  was  not  in  his  power  to  comply  whh 
it    Shaw  T.  Hobnee.  953 

IV.  Ru!e  to  CompuU. 

1.  Semble,  that  it  is  zx)t  necessary,  upon  a  nils 
to  compute,  to  produce  the  bill  or  note  be- 
fore the  master.    Davis  v.  Barker,  606 

2.  At  all  events,  a  variance  between  the  name 
of  the  defendant  on  the  record  and  that  in 
the  bill  or  note,  will  not  justify  the  master 
in  declining  to  proceed  on  the  rule.       Bnd, 

V.  Frivolous  Demurrer. 
The  plaintiff  in  the  first  count,  declared  on  a 
bill  of  exchange  drawn,  and  endorsed  to  him 
by  the  defendant,  and  in  the  second  for  mo- 
ney alleged  to  be  doe  from  the  defendant 
upon  an  account  stated—concluding,  that, 
<*in  consideration  of  the  premises  respec- 
tively, the  defendant  promised  to  pay  file 
aoitf  teveral  latt-mmtioned  moneys  respectively 
to  the  phiimiff,  on  request" 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  second 
count,  on  the  ground  that  it  contained  an  in- 
correct statement  of  the  consi<leration  for 
the  promise;  or,  if  ^'the  last-mentioned  mo- 
neys*' included  the  money  in  the  first  count, 
then  the  second  count  was  bad  for  dupli- 
city. The  court  set  aside  the  demurrer  as 
frivolous.    Lomaz  v.  Wilson,  763 

Jnd  tee  Biua  abb  Norxa,  II. 

VL  JNgAl  to  begin,  76,  n. 

YfL  Time  far  moring  for  hregularity. 
See  Babkivo  Cdkfabt 

RxLXAtX. 

VllL  Setting  aside  and  staying  Proeeedingi. 

1.  On  the  11th  of  November,  the  defendant 
was  served  with  a  writ  of  summons,  en- 
dorsed for  GL  5s.  debt,  cost  It  15s.  On  tl.e 
4th  of  December,  the  plaintiff  delivered  a 
declaration,  and  on  14th  full  particulars 
of  demand.  On  the  19th,  the  defendant 
took  out  a  summons  to  stay  proceedings,  on 
payment  of  18s.,  without  coats,  swearing 
that  no  more  was  due,  and  that  ha  was  lia- 
ble to  be  summoned  to  a  court  of  requests; 
bat,  the  plaintiff  claiming  noie,  no  order 
was  made.    Otk  the  84th,  the  defendapt 
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pteaded,  except  as  to  18«.,  nunquam  indAkor 
tu8  and  payment,  and,  as  to  18s^  payment 
into  court  On  the  9th  of  January  the 
plaintiff  took  the  money  out  of  court,  and 
entered  a  notte  prmequi  as  to  the' rest  On 
the  20th  of  January,  tlie  plaintiff  caused  his 
costs  to  be  taxed  by  the  master  >— 

Hddy  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  no 
costs ;  and  that  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  his  costs  incurred  subsequently  to  the  19th 
of  December.  FUtcher  v.  Tanner.  Page  963 
B.  And  held,  that  the  defendant  was  not  too 
late  in  applying  to  the  court  on  the  21st  of 
January,  to  set  aside  the  allocatur.         Jirid, 

3.  A  declaration  omitting  to  state  whether  the 
plaintiff  sues  in  person  or  by  attorney,  is 
irregular ;  but  the  application  to  set  it  aside 
should  be  made  at  chambers.  White  v. 
Ftltham,  658 

4.  The  plaintifik  having  brought  eleven  ac- 
tions, against  as  many  directors  of  a  rail- 
way company,  for  the  recovery  of  the  same 
demand-— the  court  refused  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings in  all  the  actions  but  one.  GiU$ 
V.  Tooth,  665 

5.  Two  separate  actions  having  been  brought 
against  xwo  jwtU-contraetan^  in  respect  of  tlie 
same  demand,  and  the  debt  and  costs  in 
one  action  having  been  paid,  a  judge  at 
chambers  made  an  order  staying  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  other  action,  wUhout  roito  .>— 
The  court  refused  to  rescind  or  vary  the  or- 
der.    Newton  v.  SlurU.  675 

6.  Under  4  ^r  5  Jnn.  c.  16,  f.  13.]— The  coun 
will  not  interfere,  under  the  statute  4  & 
5  Ann.  c.  16,  s.  13,  to  stay  proceedings  in 
an  action  upon  a  bond,  where  it  is  at  all 
doubtful  tliat  the  payment  stipulated  by  tlie 
condition  is  not  subject  to  a  contingency. 
JRobiiuon  v.  Brown.  54 

IX.  Terfn*9  Notice  of  Proceedinge. 

1.  Where  a  rule  has  been  made  absolute  to 
set  aside  a  verdict  found  lor  tlie  defendant, 
and  for  a  new  trial,  on  payment  of  costs  by 
the  plaintilil  and  the  plaintiff  for  more  than 
a  year  fails  to  pay  the  costs,  or  to  take  any 
steps  towards  availing  himself  of  the  rule, 
the  defendant  cannot  move  to  discharge  it, 
without  previously  giving  a  term's  notice 
of  his  intention  so  to  do.  Lord  v.  War- 
die,  295 

S.  An  objection  that  such  a  notice  has  been 
given  in  the  name  of  an  attorney,  other 
than  the  attorney  upon  tlie  record,  must  be 
most  distinctly  pointed  out.  An  affidavit 
by  the  plaintiff  and  his  present  attorney, 
(his  attorney  on  the  record  being  dead,  and 
the  rule  having  been  made  more  than  nine 
years  ago,)  stating  "tliat  they  had  not,  nor 
had  either  of  them,  ever  been  served  with 
any  order  to  change  the  attorney,  nor  had 
they,  or  either  of  them,  ever  had  any  no- 
tice or  intimation  that  any  odier  party  had 


been  appointed  attorney  for  the  defendant, 
in  the  place  or  stead  of  the  attorney  upon 
the  recoRl,"  was  held  to  be  insufficient. 
Lord  V.  Wardk,  Page  295 

3.  The  rule  as  to  a  term*8  notice  of  proceed- 
ing, where  no  step  has  been  uiken  for  more 
than  four  terms,  does  not  apply  to  a  pro- 
ceeding after  verdict    Neuron  v.  Boodle,  795 

X.  Notice  of  Trial, 
A  defendant  is  not  bound  to  return  an  irregu- 
lar notice  of  trial,  though  made  aware  by  a 
notice  to  produce,  that  the  plaintiff  is  pro- 
ceeding thereon.     Wood  v.  Harding,      9C8 

XI.  BiU  of  Exceptione. 
When  exceptions  are  taken  to  the  direction  of 
a  judge,  it  is  not  enough  to  state  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions  that  he  declined  to  direct  die 
jury  in  the  way  suggested,  without  showing 
what  his  direction  was.  M}'Alpine  v.  Mang- 
nalL  490 

XIL  jtesetement  of  Damages. 

1.  A  declaration  for  a  conspiracy  to  prevent 
the  plaintifTs  being  empld^ed  as  an  actor, 
stated,  by  way  of  inducement,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  about  to  exercise  the  profession  of 
an  actor  for  emolument,  and  that  he  did 
become  an  actor,  and  used  and  exercised 
that  profession ;  and  then  alleged  the  con* 
spiracy  of  the  defendants,  and  its  results. 
The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty, 
then  two  pleas  denying  these  matters  of  in- 
ducement, and  a  fourth,  stating  special  mat- 
ter, which  was  demurred  to.  Tlie  demurrer 
was  detennined  by  the  court  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff.  A  ventre  was  awarded,  to  try 
the  issues  and  to  assess  damages.  The  jury 
found  the  issues  of  fact  for  tlie  defendants, 
but  assessed  no  damages  in  respect  of  the 
confession  of  a  cause  of  action  contained  in 
the  fourth  plea.  Judgment  was  given  for 
tlie  defendants,  with  costs  of  suit,  but  with- 
out an  award  of  costs  of  the  demurrer  .^- 

Heldf  that,  a  verdict  having  been  found 
for  the  defendants  upon  an  issue  that  went 
to  the  whole  cause  of  action  on  the  merits, 
the  want  of  an  assessment  of  damages  was 
not  error ;  and,  for  the  same  reason,  that  a 
repleader  was  unnecessary,  though  (^eome 
semble)  tlie  issues  joined  on  the  second  and 
third  pleas  were  immaterial.  Gregory  v. 
The  Duke  of  Brunswvik.  481 

2.  Held  also,  that  the  judgment  was  erroneous, 
in  not  awarding  costs  of  the  demurrer,  pur- 
suant to  tlie  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  34.      Ihid, 

3.  But,  held,  that,  upon  this  writ  of  error 
brought  by  the  plaintiff ,  the  court  could  not 
simply  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below«  but  must  give  such  judgment  as  that 
court  ought  to  have  given,  viz.  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer,  with  costs, 
and  for  the  defendants  on  the  issues  found 
for  them.  ilrid. 
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XUL  Enltting  JudgfimU  Nunc  pro  Tunc. 

1.  Judgment  can  only  be  entered  up  mmcpro 
tune  where  the  delay  has  arisen  .fiom  the 
act  of  the  court  Fishmongeri'  Company  v. 
liobertion.  Page  070 

2.  A.  obtained  judgment  against  B.,  C,  and 
D.,  upon  demurrer  to  certain  pleas  severally 
pleaded  by  them.  Upon  the  trial  of  the 
issues  in  fact,  at  the  sittings  aAer  Michael- 
mas term,  1 845,  a  verdict  was  found  for  B. 
and  C.  upon  the  pleas  of  non  assumpsit  by 
them  respectively  pleaded,  sul^ect  to  a  bill 
of  exceptions,  and  the  jury  were  discharged 
as  to  tlie  other  issues.  The  bill  of  excep- 
tions was  not  settled  and  sealed  until  the 
27th  of  May,  1846,  and  consequently  the 
postea  remained  in  the  bands  of  the  associ- 
ate  until  shortly  aAer  that  time.  Negotiations 
were  pending  between  B.  and  A.  as  to  the 
form  in  which  the  judgment  should  be  en- 
tered  for  himself  (B.)  and  C.  until  the  22d 
of  August,  and,  before  the  form  was  finally 
settled  between  B.  and  C,  Bl  died* 

The  court  refused,  at  the  instance  of  the 
executors  of  B.,  to  allow  judgment  to  be  en- 
tered up  for  him  mmc  pro  tunc,  Jbid. 

PRESENTMENT. 
&ie  Bills  ahd  Notxs,  L 

PRINaPAL  AND  FACTOR. 

Jhuhority  of  Factor, 

1.  In  gencrdL]— The  mere  relation  of  princi- 
pal and  fiictor  confers,  ordinarily,  an  autho- 
rity tQ  sell  at  such  times  and  for  such  prices 
as  the  factor  may,  in  the  exercise  of  his  dis- 
cretion, think  best  for  his  employer;  but,  if 
he  receive  the  goods  sul^ect  to  any  special 
instructions,  he  is  bound  to  obey  them. 
Smart  v.  Sandan,  380 

2.  Rtoocation  o/)]— The  authority,  whether  ge- 
neral or  special,  is  revocable.  Jbid. 

Qiuttrt,  whether  the  factor's  authority  to 
sell  can  be  revoked  aAer  he  has  made  ad- 
vances upon  the  credit  of  the  goods  con- 
signed to  him  1  Jbid. 
\  8ak  far  Repayment  of  Jdeaincn.'\ — In  as- 
sumpsit, the  declaration  stated  that  the  plain- 
tifis  bad  consigned  wheal  to  the  defendants, 
who  were  corn-factors,  for  sale  on  account 
of  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  defendants  then 
promised  the  plaintiffs  to  obey  and  observe 
the  lawful  orders  and  directions  of  the  plain- 
tifb  to  be  given  by  them  to  the  defendants 
in  regard  to  the  sale  and  disposal  of  the 
wheat,  and  that,  although  the  plaintiffs  or- 
dered the  defendants  not  to  sell  below  a 
certain  price,  and  although  the  same  was 
a  lawful  order  and  direction  in  that  behalf, 
yet  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their  pro- 
mise, sold  at  a  less  price. 

Plea,  that,  after  the  delivery  of  the  wheat 
to  the  defendants,  they  became  and  were 
uoder  advances  to  the  plaintiffs  in  respect 


thereof;  that  they  gave  the  plaintiils  noi^ 
that  they  required  to  be  repaid  such  ad 
vances,  and  that,  in  default,  they  sliould  sell 
the  wheat  and  repay  tliemselves ;  and  tba^ 
although  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed, 
tlie  plaintifis  did  not  repay  tliem  such  ad' 
vances;  whereupon  the  defendants,  for  the 
purpose  of  reimbursing  themselves,  sold 
the  wheat  for  the  best  prices  that  could  then 
be  obtained  for  the  same,  &c.  >— 

Hdd,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  ^ubstaooe, 
there  being  nothing  in  the  transaction  His 
closed  upon  the  record,  from  which  it  could 
be  inferred  that  it  was  part  of  the  contract 
that  at  any  time  the  wheat  sliould  be  for- 
feited, or  the  defendants*  anthoriry  to  sell 
enlarged,  so  as  to  enable  them  to  sell  for  re- 
payment of  advances,  without  refereitce  to 
its  being  for  the  interests  of  the  principals 
to  sell  at  tlmt  particular  time,  and  fur  that 
price.    Smart  v.  Sandart.  Page  380 

PRISONER. 
Charging  in  Execution. 
It  is  no  ground  of  objection  to  a  defendant's 
being  charged  in  execution,  that  the  plain- 
tiff Imd  on  a  former  occasion  repudiated  the 
action.    lUveU  v.  WdhcrdL  605 

Jtnd  tee  Habxas  Compus. 

PROBABLE  CAUSE. 
Set  Casx,  IL 

PROFITS. 
See  Pabtvxes,  L  4. 

PROVISIONAL  COMMITTEE. 
Sm  Joikt  Stock  Comfaht. 


QUALIFICATION  OF  VOTER. 
See  Pabliamxkt. 

QUARE  IMPEDIT. 
Pleadmgt  in. 

1.  The  rules  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  do  not 
apply  to  actions  of  quart  imptdit,  TUbon  t. 
The  Bxthop  of  CartitU.  41 

2.  In  quart  impedity  the  declaration  contained 
six  counts,  all  founded  upon  the  same  title, 
but  taking  it  up  from  different  periods  >— 
The  court  refused  to  put  the  plaintiff  to  his 
election  upon  which  of  the  counts  he  would 
rely.  Jbid. 

QUIET  ENJOYMENT. 
Stt  Lavdlobd  Airs  Txhaitt,  IIL 


RAILWAY  COMPANY. 
Set  Cass,  I.  3,  4. 

JoiiTT  Stock  Coiuavt. 

RAILWAY  SHARES. 
Contract  far. 
1.  Natwitkinthe  Statute  of  Fraudt,y~Acotktxm:t 
for  the  sale  of  *<  shares"  in  a  projeoted  nSk 
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w«7,  is  not  a  eale  of  goods  within  the  sta- 
tute of  firaudB.  Tmptti  t.  KUmr,  24  9 ;  JBotvl- 
fry  V.  JBelL  Page  284 

C.  Haw  aatiffkd] — Such  a  contract  is  sadsfied 
by  a  tender  of  a  ■'letter  of  allotment," 
where  from  the  circumstances  it  may  be 
inferred  that  the  parties  dealt  upon  the  foot- 
ing of  such  docmnent  being  equivalent  to 
scrip:  and,  consequently,  there  may  be  u 
complete  breach  of  such  a  contract  before 
tlie  actual  existence  of  any  *«  scrip"  or 
<^  shares"  properly  so  called.  Tea^ut  v. 
Kibttr.  249 

3.  Mtature  of  Damagetfor  BrtaA  ofjy^Htldy 
that  the  vendee  of  shares  in  a  projiccted  rail- 
way, under  a  contract  to  be  completed  at  a 
future  day,  may  recover,  as  damages  for 
non-dehvery,  the  difference  between  the 
price  agreed  on,  and  the  market-price  of 
the  day  on  which  the  sale  should  have  been 
completed;  but  that  he  is  not  entitled  to 
damages  in  respect  of  a  further  advanoe 
of  price  taking  place  aAerwords  at  the  time 
of  the  actual  issuing  of  the  scrip.  Tern' 
put  v.  Kilntr,  253 

Jlnd  set  MoviT  Paid,  L 

REFERENCE. 
See  Akbitbamsht. 

RELEASE. 
Quori,  whether  it  is  competent  to  a  defendant 
to  plead  a  release,  puia  darrein  continuance, 
after  a  demurrer  to  his  rejoinder  to  a  repli- 
cation to  one  of  several  pleas,  originally 
pleade*!  to  the  action.  Wright  v.  Bur- 
roughti.  344 

jind  set  AirirviTT,  IL 
PAuria. 

RENT-CHARGE,  51,  (ifc). 

RENT-SERVICE,  61,  (it), 

REPLEADER. 
See  Paactxcs,  XU.  1. 

REPLEVIN. 
See  CovKTT  Court. 

RESERVATION. 
Set  Gbaht. 

REVERSION. 
Jmgnm  of-^^See  Atsieinx  or  Rbtxbsxov. 

REWARD. 
For  Jipprehention  and  Conviction  of  a  FeUm, 

The  defendant,  who  had  been  robbed  of  jew- 
elry, published  an  advertisement,  headed 
**30/.  reward,"  describing  the  articles  sto- 
len, and  concluding  dius: — ^The  above 
sum  will  be  paid  by  the  adjutant  of  the 
41st  regiment,  on  recovery  of  tke  property^ 
and  conviction  of  the  offender,  or  in  proportion 
to  the  amount  recovered." 

A.,  a  soldier,  on  die  lOlh  of  June,  in- 
formed his  Serjeant  that  B.  had  admitted  to 


him  that  he  was  the  party  who  had  com- 
mitted  the  robbery,  and  the  seijeant  gave 
information  at  the  police-station.  On  the 
14th,  the  plaintifi;  a  police^onstable,  learn- 
ing fiom  one  C.  that  &  was  to  be  met  with 
at  a  certain  place,  went  there  and  appre- 
hended him.  The  plaintifi^  by  his  activity 
and  perseveranoei  afterwards  succeeded  in 
tracing  and  recovering  nearly  the  whole  of 
the  property,  and  in  procuring  evidence  to 
convict  & : — 

Hkld^  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  but  (per 

Tittdal,  C.  J^  and  Cresswell,  J.,)  tliat  A.  was, 

the  party  entitled  to  the  reward.     Thatcher 

V.  England,  Page  254 

ROYALTY. 

See  Graht. 

RULE  TO  COMPUTE. 
See  Practice,  IV. 


SALE. 

I.  By  Factor — See  Priitcipal  aud  Factor,  3. 

II.  7Y//e— &s  VxvnoR  akd  Purchasbr. 

SATISFACTION. 

Bi^tkation  to  Plea  of  165,  n. 

SaRE  FACIAS. 
See  Babkiro  Compart. 

SCRIP. 
See  Railway  Sharbb 

SCRUTINY. 
See  Parliaxbbt,  3. 

.  SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
See  Irtbrplbabbb,  II. 

SHERIFF. 
BaiHff's  Fete, 
The  attorney  who  engages  the  service  of  the 
bailiir,  and  not  the  client,  is  Uie  party  liable 
to  the  bailiff  for  the  fees  usually  allowed 
on  taxation  for  the  execution  of  process 
WaJtbcMk  V.  Qyarterman,  94 

^ndtee  Ibtkrplbadbb,  U. 

SHIP-BROKER. 
CommtMtoa. 

1.  The  actual  earning  of  freight  under  a  char- 
ter-party, is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
right  of  the  ship-broker  to  his  commission 
for  procuring  tbe  execution  of  the  charter. 
HiU  V.  KUching.  299 

2.  A.,  a  ship-broker,  procured  a  charter-party 
to  be  made  between  B.,  a  shipK>wner,  and 
C,  under  which  the  owner  contracted  to 
bring  home  a  cargo  of  guano,  and  tlie  mer- 
chant agreed  to  pay  freight  at  die  rate  of 
4/.  15s.  per  ton,  to  be  reduced  to  4/.  12s.  CdL 
if  tlie  ship  did  not  arrive  olf  Cork  or  Fal- 
mouth on  or  before  a  given  day.  There 
was  no  express  engagement  on  the  part  of 
C.  to  ship  a  cargo  y^Heldy  that  A.  was  enti- 
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tied  to  recover  fiom  B^  upon  a  quanhan 
fntmiif  for  his  w^k  wad  labour  in  procur- 
ing the  charter  10  be  executed,  without  show- 
ing the  arrival  of  the  vessel  on  or  before 
the  day  mentioned,  and  notwithstanding 
only  a  very  small  quantity  of  guano  had 
been  shipped,  and  a  smalt  amount  of  freight 
actually  earned ;  that  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation due  to  him  was  a  question  for  the 
jury ;  and  that,  in  estimating  such  compen- 
sation, they  were  properly  guided  by  evi- 
dence of  what  was  customary  in  similar 
cases.    HUly.KiUking,  Page  299 

SLANDER  OF  TITLE. 
Ill  case  against  a  survey  of  highways,  ap- 
pointed under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  84,  for 
words  spoken  by  him  with  reference  to  cer- 
tain unfinished  houses  put  up  for  sale  by 
public  auction,— malice  is  not  to  be  inferred 
from  the  circumstance  of  the  defendant 
having  acted  upon  an  incorrect  view  of 
his  duty,  founded  upon  an  erroneous  con- 
struction of  the  statute.    Pater  v.  Bakir.  831 

STAMP. 

fiy  a  memorandum  of  agreement,  dated  the 
23d  of  June,  1842,  made  between  A.,  as 
agent  for  and  nn  behalf  of  the  churchwar- 
dens of  the  parish  of  St.  M.,  (not  naming 
them,)  of  the  one  part,  and  &  of  the  other 
part,  it  was  agreed,  (provided  a  license 
could  be  obtained  from  the  lord  of  the  ma- 
nor, and  upon  &  putting  the  premises  into 
repair,)  that  the  churchwardens  should 
grant  a  lease  to  B.  for  twenty-one  years  from 
Midsummer-day  tlien  next,  under  the  clear 
yearly  rent  of  30^;  such  lease  to  contain  co- 
venants for  payment  of  rent  and  taxes,  and 
to  repair,  insure,  not  to  commit  waste,  Vs., 
and  all  other  usual  and  proper  covenants, 
&c. ;  and  B.  agreed  to  accept  such  lease,  and 
execute  a  counterpart,  &c.,  and  that,  until  such 
lease  and  counterpart  should  be  granted, 
the  said  yearly  rent  should  be  payable  and 
recoverable  by  distress  or  otherwise,  in  like 
manner  as  if  such  lease  and  counterpart  had 
been  executed  >^Hdd^  that  this  instrument 
was  properly  stamped  aa  an  agntmnU, 
Dot  d.  BaOty  yr.  Fatter.  215 

IL  On  Mortgagt. 
f  By-gom  InUtat.] — ^By  indenmre  dated  the  17th 
of  November,  1845,  reciting  that  A.  was 
indebted  to  B  in  lOOt,  A.  assigned  to  &  all 
and  every  die  goods,  fixtures,  tools,  kc^ 
which  then  were,  or  at  any  time  during  the 
continuance  of  that  security  should  be,  in 
and  upon  certain  premises,  to  have,  receive, 
and  take  the  said  goods,  &c.,  thereby  as- 
signed, as  per  echeduk^  unto  B.,  &c.  The 
deed  contained  a  covenant  by  A.  for  pay- 
ment of  the  lOOL  on  the  8tU  of  February, 
1846.  with  interest  thereon  from  the  8th  of 


August  preceding  >—JKB2dl  that  a  mortgage- 
stamp  on  the  deed,  applicable  to  a  sum  not 
exceeding  lOOt,  was  sufficient  DaneB  v. 
Heath,  Pftge  938 

STATUTE  OP  FRAUDSc 
hitereM  m  Lamd, 
The  plaintiff  agreed  to  let  a  house  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  to  sell  him  certain  fiimiture 
and  fixtures  therein,  and  to  make  certain 
alterations  and  improvementt  in  the  boose; 
and  the  defendant  agreed  to  take  tlie  house, 
and  to  pay  for  the  furniture  and  fixtures  and 
alterations : — Held,  Uiat  this  was  an  agree- 
ment relating  to  an  interest  in  land,  within 
the  fourth  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 
VoMghanv.Haneoek,  706 

Jtnd  tee  Railway  Shabis. 

SUICIDE. 
See  Lmt  AasuBAVcx. 

SUMMONS. 
The  court  cannot  take  notice  of  a  consent  to  a 
summons,  unless  followed  in  due  time  by  an 
order  drawn  up  and  served.    Wood  v.  Han^ 
ing,  968 

SURETY. 
See  AvwiTT,  IL 


TENANCY  FROM  YEAR  TO  YEAR. 
See  I^AVDuiaB  avb  Txkabt,  4. 

TENANCY  AT  WILL. 
See  Lavblobb  abb  Tsvabt,  4. 

TENDER. 
See  MoBKT  Paib. 

TERM'S  NOTICE. 
See  Pbacticx,  IX. 

THEATRICAL  ENTERTAINMENT. 
See  C0FYBI8BT. 

TITHES. 
Jppeal  wnder  6^1  W,  4,  e.  71,  e.  46. 

1.  To  entiUe  a  landholder  to  bring  an  action 
by  way  of  appeal  against  a  decision  of  an 
assistant  tithe^sommissioner,  imder  the  6  & 
7  W.  4,  c  71,  directing  tithes  to  be  paid  in 
kind,  the  yearly  value  of  the  pajrment  to  be 
made  6y  him  thereunder  must  exceed  20£. 
Matthetee  v..  LeaprngvedL  912 

2.  And  tembUt  that,  in  estimating  such  value, 
he  is  not  entitied  to  take  into  the  account 
lands  held  by  him  as  tenant  in  common 
with  another  who  is  no  party  to  the  ap- 

'  peal.  Ibid. 

3.  The  landholders  of  a  parish  set  up  before  the 
commissioner  a  modue  of  2dL  per  acre ;  the 
asserted  value  of  the  tithes  in  kind  payable 
under  the  award  was  9</.  per  acre : — Hdd^ 
that  "the  payment  to  be  made  or  wiih- 
holden  according  to  such  decision,"  was.  the 
difiference  between  those  two  sums.      Uid 
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TRESPASS. 
L  For  Ftdte  Impriaonment. 
In  trespass  by  A.  and  B.,  his  wife,  against  C. 
£>r  false  imprisonment  of  B^  C.  justified  un- 
der an  execution  against  the  plaintiffs  lor 
costs  in  a  former  action  brought  by  them 
against  C^  alleging  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment, the  issuing  of  the  ctL  sa.,  its  delivery 
to  the  sheriff,  and  the  arrest  of  B.  thereun- 
der. The  plaintiffs  replied— K*onfessing  the 
recovery  of  the  judgment,  and  the  issuing 
of  the  CO.  $a.'~~de  injurid  tua  propria^  abtqut 
rmduo  coMstt : — Heldj  that— as  the  judgment 
and  writ  were  admitted  on  the  record,— 
upon  the  warrant,  and  the  arrest  of  B.  un- 
der it,  being  proved  by  the  plaintiffs,  the 
justification  was  made  out,  without  any  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  Neuh 
ion  V.  BoodU,  Page  795 

II.  Bnakimg  and  mUring, 
•4f  jTovo/um.]— A.  hired  of  B.  certain  rooms 
in  the  house  of  B.,  at  a  yearly  rent,  with  the 
privilege  of  putting  a  brass-plate  with  A.'s 
name  engraved  tliereon,  upon  the  front- 
door, there  to  remain  so  long  as  A.  should 
continue  to  occupy  the  apartments.  The 
rent  being  in  arrear,  R  removed  the  brass- 
plate  from  the  door,  and  refused  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  have  access  to  the  apart- 
menu. 

In  trespass,  charging  that  R  broke  and 
entered  the  apartments  of  A.,  and  expelled 
him  therefrom,  and  removed  the  plate,  and 
seized  and  converted  his  goods,  Bi,  amongst 
other  pleas,  pleaded  that  A.  was  not  pos- 
sessed of  the  brass-plate  >— 

Held^  that  tlie  facts  warranted  the  jury  in 
finding  that  R  was  guilty  of  breaking  and 
entering  the  apartments;  that  the  renx>val 
of  the  plate  was  properly  treated  as  a  sub- 
stantive trespass,  having  been  pleaded  to 
as  such ;  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence to  show  that  it  was  affixed  to  the  free- 
hold, it  must  be  assumed  to  be  a  chattel 
only.     Lam  v.  Dixon,  776 

IIL  Jnttification  on  Sn^fifion  of  Fdon^. 
A  plea  justifying  the  breaking  and  entering  a 
liouse,  without  warrant,  on  suspicion  of 
felony,  ought  distinctly  to  show,  not  only 
that  there  was  reason  to  believe  that  the 
suspected  person  Mras  there,  but  also  that 
the  defendant  entered  for  the  purpose  of  ap- 
prehending hiin.    Smiik  y.  Skirleif,    •     142 

Jlnd  t€t  G«A1IT. 

TROVER. 
Effeei  of  a  Ruaoery  in, 

1.  A  recovery  in  tiorer  vests  the  property  in 
the  chattel  in  the  defendant,  as  against  the 
plaintiC     Cooptr  v.  Sk^ktrd.  266 

2.  In  trover  by  A.  against  R  for  a  bedstead, 
R  pleaded  a  fonner  noarterj  by  A.  in  tro- 


ver for  the  identical  bedstead  against  C; 
averring  that  the  conversion  by  C.  for  which 
that  action  was  brought,  was  a  conversion 
not  later  in  point  of  time  tlian  the  conver- 
sion mentioned  in  the  declaration  against 
B.,  and  that  before  the  conversion  in  that 
declaration  mentioned,  C,  being  possessed 
of  the  bedstead,  sold  it  to  B^  who  paid  him 
for  the  same,  and  received  it  under  such 
sale,  and  that  the  taking  under  such  sale 
was  the  conversion  complained  of  in  the 
declaration  against  B. : — Held,  that  this  plea 
was  a  good  answer  to  the  action.  Pftge  266 


VARIANCE. 
See  AxsiTDiixirr,  L 
Baitkiito  CoxPAirr. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 
A.  paid  a  deposit  upon  a  contract  for  the  pur* 
chase  of  the  lease,  &c.,  of  a  public-house. 
It  being  aAerward  discovered  that  the  house 
was  comprised  with  anodier  in  an  original 
lease,  under  which  the  lessor  had  reserved  a 
right  to  re-enter  for  breach  of  covenants  in 
respect  of  either  bouse : — Held,  that  A.  was 
not  bound  to  accept  the  title  with  an  in* 
demnity,  hut  might  recover  beck  the  depo- 
sit, with  the  expenses  incurred  in  investi- 
gaung  the  title.    Blakt  v.  PAttm.  976 

VENUE. 
CottBhrudion  Of  Undertaking  on  bringing  back, 

1.  To  satisfy  an  undertaking  in  such  a  case 
to  give  material  evidence  in  Middlesex, 
the  plaintiff  having,  in  order  to  prove  au 
thorship,  first  shown  himself  possessed  of 
the  manuscript  in  the  county  of  Surrey, 
proved  that  it  was  by  his  direction  offered 
for  representation  or  sale  in  Middlesex,  to 
the  proprietor  of  a  theatre  thero}— Arfd^  that 
this,  as  evidence  in  confirmation  of  the  pr^ 
vious  proof  of  authorship,  was  sufficient 
evidence  in  Middlesex  to  satisfy  the  under- 
taking.   Let  V.  Sm^msh.  871 

2.  In  an  action  by  A^  an  agent  employed  by 
R,  to  cause  advertisements  to  be  inserted  in 
newspapers,  evidence  that  A.  gave  orders 
to  C.  to  insert  such  advertisements,  is  mate- 
rial evidence  in  the  county  in  which  such 
orders  were  given,  to  satisfy  an  undertaking 
upon  bringing  back  the  venue.    Parraii  v 

884,  n 


WARREN. 
&f  Gbast. 

WITNESS. 
Competeney  of-^^Sit  Etibivcb,  L 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 
Jmdgmcnt  on-See  PaAcncs,  XIL  3. 

WRIT  OF  SUMMON& 
See  PsAcnci,  I. 
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